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VABSTRACT
The Effects of Modeling on Cooperation in Young Children
(August, 1974)
Susan Stengel Theroux, B.A.
,
University of Chicago
M.Ed., University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Dr. Daniel C. Jordan
192 kindergarten children, 96 boys and 96 girls were exposed
to fourth grade models who performed a cooperative task. The
task consisted of rolling out a large (3’ x 4') painting and
mounting it on the wall with masking tape. In treatment 1, the
subjects observed the models perform the task with no verbal
A,
explanation. In treatment 2, the models explained what they
were going to do, but were interrupted before they could perform
the task. Treatment 3 included both the explanation and the
performance of the task. Subjects in treatment 4 (control)
observed no models. In all treatments the subjects were asked
to mount a painting on the wall. Their responses were observed
by a concealed observer. A three-way analysis of variance (be-
havior modeling x verbal modeling x sex) showed that behavior
modeling had a significant effect on the performance of the task
by the subjects. The verbal explanation, without performance
of the behaviors by the models, was not effective in significantly
increasing cooperation. No sex dif ferences^were found. The
Vi
Madsen cooperation board was used to test the generalizabillty
of the results. There was no correlation found between the two
measures. The effectiveness of modeling as a method of teaching
cooperation is discussed in terms of its implications for education.
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1CHAPTER I
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
Cooperation is the means of ordering human relationships in
a way that maximizes the possibilities of survival. It consists
of learned behaviors which must be passed from generation to
generation. Modeling, or teaching by example, is one of the
primary methods of teaching cooperation.
Numerous studies substantiate these assumptions. Laughlin
and McGlynn (1967) showed that concept attainment is enhanced
when individuals work together. By sharing knowledge and infor-
mation a solution is reached more often and more efficiently.
The well-worn adage that "two heads are better than one" indicates
that two people can generate more ideas and more points of view
together than can each of them individually.
The Industrial Revolution illustrated how the cooperative
specialization of labor could increase production on a large
scale; John R. P. French (1963) and Morton Deutsch (1960) show
that productivity is greater in cooperative groups than in com-
petitive groups.
Deutsch (1960), Phillips and D'Amico (1956), and Stendler,
Damrln and Haines (1951) report some interesting findings regard-
ing the attitudes of people in cooperative groups as opposed to
competitive groups. In the Deutsch study cooperation was induced
by giving the same reward to all individuals for the group
per-
formance; in the competitive groups each individual was rewarded
2for his particular contribution. He concluded that people in
cooperative groups have more positive attitudes toward themselves
and toward the group; they communicate better than people in
competitive groups; they know more about each other; there is
more specialization of function. In short, within-group coop-
®^®tion is more likely to produce a cohesive group than within-
group competition.
Not only is cooperation more adaptive than either competitive
behavior or Individual behavior, but, according to Piaget (1932),
it is also a natural and necessary part of moral development
(Piaget, 1932, p. 339). When the child is very young his point
of view is egocentric. Through cooperation he begins to criti-
cize, enabling him to comprehend points of view other than his
own. Cooperation in this sense leads to an understanding of
intentional!ty and to a recognition of the principles of logic.
From here the child can move on to the stage of autonomy where
he formulates his own values according to these principles.
The most common method used to facilitate cooperation is
group reinforcement. Numerous studies (Azrin & Lindsley, 1956;
Cohen, 1962; Mithaug & Burgess, 1968; Nelson & Madsen, 1969;
Stendler, Damrln & Haines, 1951) show that groups will cooperate
if all of the members are given the same reward for successful
completion of the task by the group, regardless of their indi-
vidual contributions. Since the use of reinforcement is already
well established as a means of inducing cooperation, the purpose
of the present study is to investigate another method.
3The literature on modeling shows that children will Imitate
numerous and varied behavior without reward. Models have been
known to Induce such behaviors as aggression (Bandura, Ross &
Ross, 1961), altruism (Bryan & Test, 1967), modification of moral
judgments (Bandura & McDonald, 1963), and extinction of an avoid-
ance response to a feared object (Bandura, 1969). Although no
known studies have yet been done on the modeling of cooperation,
the variety of behaviors to which it has already been applied
encourages further exploration of its ability to influence social
behavior.
Several of the studies done on cooperation in experimental
settings (Krauss & Deutsch, 1966; Loomis, 1959; Marwell, Schmitt,
& Shotola, 1971; Voissem & Sistrunk, 1971) indicate that communi-
cation is an important element in cooperation. When subjects
were given an opportunity to exchange plans and expectations
their cooperative behavior increased.
The purpose of the present investigation, then, is to study
the relationship of modeling and communication to cooperation
in young children. The hypotheses are as follows:
1. Children who observe models perform a cooperative task
will be more likely to cooperate themselves on the same task
than children who observe no such models.
2. Children who observe models discussing a cooperative
task will be more likely to cooperate themselves on the same
task than children who observe no such models.
43, Children who observe models discussing and performing
a cooperative task will be more likely to cooperate themselves
bhe same task than children who observe no such models*
4. Girls will be more likely to cooperate than boys in all
treatments.
The hypotheses are tested by allowing kindergarten children
to observe fourth grade models perform a simple cooperative task
and by scoring their responses. A detailed description of the
procedure is found in chapter III. The statistical analysis and
results are reported in chapter IV. Chapter V contains a dis-
cussion of the results and an explanation of conclusions. Chapter
VI suggests future research that may answer some of the questions
raised by this study. Chapter II, the review of the literature,
provides the rationale for the study based on available research.
Chapter VII develops a rationale for teaching cooperation based
on a theory of education, and shows how cooperation fits into
a total educational system.
5CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
A comprehensive review of the literature on cooperation and
modeling serves several purposes. It indicates the present state
of our knowledge on these subjects, while identifying gaps that
need to be filled, and thereby showing the relevance of the pre-
sent study. In addition, the literature offers a variety of
definitions and theoretical perspectives each of which relates
to a dimension of the phenomena being explored in the experiment.
This chapter reviews the literature on both cooperation
and modeling. The importance of cooperation, the way it develops,
and how it is best taught are considered. A short section deals
with techniques of observing cooperation. The success of model-
ing in inducing a variety of behaviors will be substantiated.
A number of factors which influence the efficacy of modeling will
be mentioned. Finally, a few studies which deal with the effect
of communication on cooperation are reviewed.
Cooperation
Definitions . The element most common to definitions of
cooperation is that of shared goals. Some authors see the shared
goal in terms of the achievement of equal rewards. For example,
McClintock and Nuttin (1969) state: . "...A cooperative response
is defined as one which enhances the likelihood that the other,
as well as oneself, will be rewarded (p. 204)."
6Some authors suggest that the goals need not be the same,
but must be at least complementary, Homans suggests that
Cooperation occurs when, by emitting activities to
one another, or by emitting activities in concert
to the environment, at least two men achieve a greater
total reward than either could have achieved by work-
ing alone. (1961, p. 131)
Similarly, Morton Deutsch, a well-known researcher in the field
defines cooperation as follows;
In a cooperative social situation the goals for the
individuals or subunits in the situation under con-
sideration have the following characteristics: the
goal regions for each of the individuals or subunits
in the situation are defined so that a goal region
can be entered (to some degree) by any given individ-
ual or subunit only if all the individuals or subunits
under consideration also enter their respective goal
regions (to some degree). (1960, pp. 461-A62)
Margaret Mead, on the other hand, does not seem to accept
all complementary goals as leading to cooperation. She carefully
distinguishes between cooperation and helping:
In cooperation, the goal is shared and it is the rela-
tionship to the goal which holds the cooperating indi-
viduals together; in helpfulness, the goal is shared
only through the relationship of the helpers to the
individual whose goal it actually is. The emphasis
is on the relationship to that individual, not upon
the goal itself. (1967, p. 17)
In order to use cooperation as the central value in a moral
education system (see chapter VII)
,
it is necessary to use the
broadest possible definition. Helping, while distinct from other
aspects of cooperation, must be included in such a broad defi-
nition. Therefore, either complementary goals or shared goals
constitute one of the criteria for cooperative behavior.
7While "striving toward the same or complementary goals" is a
good beginning for a definition of cooperation, it does not seem
adequate, because it does not express the attitudes or feelings
with which one should pursue his goals with others. Several
authors take this view and suggest additional criteria which must
be met for an action to be considered cooperative. May and Doob
require an affective component which they call "affiliative
contacts :"
On a social level, individuals cooperate with one
another when; )1) they are striving to achieve the same
or complementary goals that can be shared; (2) they are
required by the rules of the situation to achieve this
goal in nearly equal amounts; (3) they perform better
when the goal can be achieved in equal amounts; and (4)
they have relatively many psychological affiliative con-
tacts with one another. (May & Doob, 1936, p. 17)
Nisbet includes "reciprocity of intent" in his definition:
Cooperation is joint or collaborative behavior
that is directed toward some goal and in which there
is a common interest or hope of reward.... At its higher
intellectual levels cooperation involves reciprocity
of intent as well as jointness of behavior.
(Nisbet, 1968, p. 384)
"Affiliative contacts" and "reciprocity of intent," then,
are attempts to pinpoint aspects of cooperation which are not
so easily observable as "joint reward." Furthermore, they require
qualities of the individual which are over and above his desires
to obtain rewards. Using Homans’ criterion of "greater total
reward" individuals could cooperate with one another out of
purely selfish motives.
As soon as the perceived rewards of cooperating are less
than the perceived rewards for working alone or competitively,
8however, cooperation will break down. In order for cooperation
to be the value which enables individuals to release their own
and others' potential at an optimum rate (see chapter VII),
"affiliation" and "reciprocal intent" must be included.
Helen Block Lewis suggests that the basis behind lasting
cooperation is "a diminution of ego demands."
A minimum requirement for cooperative behavior is not
physical togetherness nor joint action, nor even syn-
chronous, complementary behavior, but a diminution of
ego demands so that the requirements of the objective
situation and of the other person may function freely.
In truly cooperative work, personal needs can function
only if they are relevant to the objective situation;
the common objective, in other words, is more important
than any personal objective....
Competing for individual rewards, i.e., individ-
ualistic competition, on the other hand, involves a
heightening of ego-demands, so that the ego-objective
is more important than any common objective...."
(quoted in Deutsch, 1949, pp. 115-116)
For Lewis, cooperation requires not only shared rewards, but
selflessness in striving toward them. Her definition implies an
ability to continually orient oneself to the larger group goals
rather than to goals which benefit only the individual. This
criterion is critical if we are to view cooperation as a value
which will assist man to insure his survival and enhance its
quality.
For purposes of the experiment, cooperation is defined as
working with others toward shared or complementary goals, which
may to some extent imply forfeiting individual goals. A broader,
more elaborate definition of cooperation and how it is fostered
is the subject of chapter VII.
9Justification. The justification of cooperation as a value
central to moral education comes from many sources
—
philosophy,
psychology, history, economics, and others. This section will
consider selected viewpoints from philosophy which illustrate
the philosophical basis of the above definition, and several
psychological studies which lend empirical support to the assump-
tions upon which the definition rests.
Implicit in the definition of cooperation is the assumption
that man is, by nature, a social being. George Herbert Mead
explains this as follows:
The behavior of all living organisms has a basically
social aspect: the fundamental biological or physio-
logical impulses and needs which lie at the basis of
all such behavior—especially those of hunger and sex,
those connected with nutrition and reproduction—are
impulses and needs which, in the broadest sense, are
social in character or have social implications, since
they involve or require social situations and relations
for their satisfaction by any given individual organism;
and they thus constitute the foundation of all types
or forms of social behavior, however simple or complex,
crude or highly organized, rudimentary or well developed.
The experience and behavior of the individual organism
are always components of a larger social whole or pro-
cess of experience and behavior in which the individual
organism—by virtue of the social character of the
fundamental physiological impulses and needs which
motivate and are expressed in its experience and be-
havior— is necessarily implicated, even at the lowest
evolutionary levels. There is no living organism of
any kind whose nature or constitution is such that it
could exist or maintain itself in complete Isolation
from all other living organisms, or such that certain
relations to other living organisms .. .do not play a
necessary and indispensable part in its life. All
living organisms are bound up in a general social
environment or situation, in a complex of social inter-
relations and Interactions upon which their continued
existence depends. (G. H. Mead, 1934, pp. 227-228)
Not only is man a social being, but plant and animal life are
also social, inasmuch as they participate in similar biological
10
pro cesses
.
...The normal relation which provides the true and per-
manent conditions for the creation of values between
plant and animal is by no means one of depredation, but
on the contrary one of cooperation. It is the outcome
of a primordial division of labor, which in the course
of the evolutionary process, became increasingly per-
fected. (Reinhelmer, 1913, p. 20)
Thus all life is subject to "the great principle of Mutual Aid
(or cooperation) which grants the best chances of survival to
those who best support each other in the struggle for life,
(Kropotkin, 1955, p. 115)." Furthermore, any interference with
the principle of cooperation, or with the state of "interrelated-
ness," "constitutes an interference with the healthy development
of the organism (Montagu, 1956)."
However, this interference may not be easily detected. As
Reinhelmer points out (1913, p. 131), we only gradually become
aware of the consequences of uncooperative actions. Likewise,
the positive effects of cooperative behavior are perceived over
time. We are in the midst of a never-ending process of achieving
higher and higher levels of unity—continually enhancing the
quality of survival—which underlies the creative advance of
mankind (Whitehead, 1929). A process so central to the evolution
of mankind clearly must be understood and utilized to its fullest
extent in schools.
The power of cooperation to order human relationships in
ways that release potential has been empirically demonstrated
11
by a number of studies. Deutsch’s study (1960) of cooperation and
competition upheld a number of hypotheses concerning the effects
of cooperation on small group behavior. Some of the groups in
the experiment were given group rewards for successful solutions
to a human relations problem (cooperative treatment)
; in other
experimental groups, individuals were rewarded for their con-
tributions to the group solution of the same problem (competi-
tive treatment)
. The results showed that cooperative groups
demonstrated significantly greater 1) coordination of efforts,
2) diversity in amount of contributions per member, 3) sub-
division of activity, A) achievement pressure, 5) attentiveness
to fellow members, 6) mutual comprehension of communication,
7) common appraisals of communication, 8) orientation and order-
liness, 9) productivity per unit time, 10) quality of product
and discussions, 11) favorable evaluation of the group and its
products, 12) group functions, and 13) perception of favorable
effects upon fellow members (Deutsch, 1960).
A similar study by Martin Grossack upheld the following
hypotheses
;
1) Indications of cohesiveness will be more frequent
among cooperative than among competitive individuals.
a) Cooperative individuals will attempt to Influ-
ence others more than competitive individuals will.
b) Cooperative individuals will send and accept
more pressures toward uniformity than will com-
petitive individuals.
c) Cooperative' individuals will send more rele-
vant communications than will competitive individuals.
12
2) Cooperative individuals will send and receive more
communications than will competitive individuals.
(Grossack, 195A, p. 341)
Also supported by the Grossack study was the hypothesis that
"individuals who perceive themselves as cooperative will expect
cooperative behavior from others (Grossack, 1954)."
The salutary effects of cooperation on interpersonal rela-
tions within a small group were also demonstrated by John French.
The study distinguished between groups with individual and group
reward. Cooperative groups were superior to competitive groups
in the following areas:
coordination of effort, diversity in the amount of con-
tribution per member, division of labor, attentiveness
to their fellow members, mutual understanding of their
communication, willingness to accept and agree, orien-
tation to the goal and orderliness of procedure, pro-
ductivity per unit of time with a better quality of
product, quality in discussion with friendliness during
it, favorable evaluation of the group and of its pro-
ducts, and obligation to others in an effort to win
their respect... (French, 1963, p. 50)
Studies by Phillips and D’Amico (1956) and Smith, Madden and
Sobol (1957) also Indicate the ability of cooperation to favor-
ably influence both the product and process of group function. It
appears that cooperation not only has the potential of producing
better decisions but also fosters unity within the group, thereby
increasing the possibility of further cooperation.
Further studies show that some kinds of learning, such as
concept attainment, take place faster and more efficiently when
pairs of individuals are allowed to cooperate (Laughlin & McGlynn,
1967). In other words, it may be more valuable for children
13
to work together on their school work than to require that each
work on his own. Reports of peer group tutoring projects (Lippit,
1969; Thelen, 1969) show that tutors can raise their own reading
levels, as well as that of the tutee, when Involved in a helping
relationship. These studies again show that releasing the poten-
tial of another is complementary to the goal of releasing one's
own potential.
Development , Moral development, of which cooperation is
an important aspect, is seen by several authors (Piaget, 1932;
» 1970; and others) to take place in four stages: anomy,
heteronomy, soclonomy, and autonomy (Bull's terminology). During
infancy (the stage of anomy) the primary business of the child
is to develop trust. He must have his needs fulfilled and must
recongize consistency in the environment. He enjoys people "for
what they are and for what they can give him (Gesell & Ilg, 19A9)."
As he grows older (toddler and early childhood)
,
he enters
the stage of heteronomy in which he is oriented to the authority
of adults. He sees adults as infallible and determines right
and wrong in terms of what the adult approves and disapproves.
Rules to him are absolute and unchanging. Bull asserts that the
rules which are externally imposed at this stage become inter-
nalized as the child progresses toward autonomy. The child
prefers solitary or parallel play as opposed to group activity
(Gesell & Ilg, 19A9).
In stages one and two, the child's relation with others
is characterized by egocentrism. He cannot distinguish between
14
his own and others' perspective (Selman, 1971). According to
Susan Isaacs,
the essence of the true egocentric attitude.
. .is that
it involves a recognition of the presence of other
children, but not of their personalities or independent
purposes. The one child uses the other for his own
satisfaction. (Isaacs, 1937, p. 21A)
Since the egocentric- child sees only his own viewpoint, he is
not able to follow the Golden Rule, Rather, he must be taught
behaviors which reflect the Golden Rule through reinforcement
and modeling, accompanied by explanation. Gradually, as he
learns to take the perspective of others, he will be able to
build the rationale for cooperative action himself.
Ages four to seven (the beginning of socionomy) seem to be
the turning point in the development of cooperation (Greenberg,
1932; Gesell & Ilg, 1949; Isaacs, 1937; Piaget, 1932; Bull, 1970).
The child begins to understand that other people have points of
view which must be taken into consideration (Selman, 1971).
This understanding occurs through the process of interaction
with peers, so well described by Isaacs:
Typically .. .the play of a number of young children is
little more than a congeries of individual phantasies.
When these phantasies happen to overlap, they give rise
to common activity, and may for the time being weld
the players together into a group. As the children
get to know each other, and build up a common history,
the mutual adaptation of phantasy occurs more and more
often. They gain the experience of doing things to-
gether in some sense, and discover the benefits and
delights of mutual support, both in imaginative play
and in real achievement.
But the misfits of these individual phantasies'
are perhaps even more educative. It is when his pur-
poses happen to clash with those of others that the
child is stirred to a vivid, if momentary, realiza-
tion of the reality of other people as persons.
15
The rebellion of the players in the child’s own
game,... and the enforced reality of their phantasies
and their wishes, bring the first shocks to his ego-
csntric assumptions and provide his first effective
social education. (Isaacs, 1937, pp. 215 & 217) I
In the course of this process, peers communicate with each other
out that there are points of view and moral codes other
than the ones they have been taught. This leads them to doubt
the absolute authority of adults and stimulates the development
of logical thinking.
For Piaget, the development of logical thinking, which
takes place through cooperation between peers, is the critical
step to reaching the stage of autonomy. While Bull sees auto-
nomous decisions being based on the internalized rules learned
during heteronomy, Piaget views those decisions as arising from
an independent reasoning process. Roger Holmes gives a good
explanation of how interaction with peers is different from
interaction with adults, and how it leads to autonomy:
From about the age of five onwards, the child
begins to interact—or ’cooperate’—with equals.
Dealing with equals is different from dealing with
parents or superiors. In the first place, there is
no barrier of social distance, and secondly, since
they share the same environment, the source of others’
opinions and beliefs is understood: the fellow child
is seen as a dependent variable. The position of the
other is understood, because the forces acting upon
him are understood. This introduction of the environ-
ment as the third force quite changes the relationship:
it allows the child to assess the content of his fel-
low’s communications, and also to identify with him on
the basis of a perceived common lot. This ’taking the
role of the other’ is not only necessary for the devel-
opment of intelligence (in that intellectual operations
are based on the ability to see the same data from
more than one point of view) , but also allows the
16
emergence of a new morality— the morality of 'good'
rather than the morality of 'duty.' Tlie morality of
'good' is based on an awareness of the meaning of the
situation to another, on an appreciation of both the
person and his circumstances. (Holmes, 1965, p. 13A)
For Isaacs this stage of socionomy is also an important
transition period between egocentrism and mature cooperation
because of the emergence of friendship groups. Loyalty to such
a group breaks down egocentrism through allegiance to a common
aim.
Common habits, common standards of judgment and behavior
slowly set their seal upon individual wishes and opin-
ions, and a common history is built up. In this way,
the group gradually gains some ascendancy over its
individual members, slowly assumes an organization and
wins a measure of permanence.... (Isaacs, 1937, p. 253)
Finally, the child or young adult reaches the stage of
autonomy. Now he not only understands that others have a point
of view, but that those others can also reflect on other points
of view, including his own (Selman, 1971). This puts him in a
position to make decisions based on the Golden Rule. Furthermore,
he can understand that the survival of the human race depends
I
upon cooperation, and can direct his Intentions and actions to
that end.
Piaget argues that an autonomous person decides what is
right through rational thought. Bull claims that right and
wrong are determined by turning to one's conscience. This debate
cannot be examined here. Suffice it to say that mature adults
probably use a combination of reason and appeal to tradition
when making moral decisions.
17
Implications for education
. Most of the research on coop-
eration deals with the situational determinants of cooperation
rather than the methods of teaching someone to be cooperative.
While ideally cooperation is intrinsically motivating, studies
show that previous experience with cooperation makes one more
likely to cooperate at another time (Kelley, et. al., 1970;
Harrison & McClintock, 1965)
.
Of course, one of the most successful means of inducing
cooperation is reward and punishment (Azrin & Lindsley, 1956;
Cohen, 1962; Kelley, et. al., 1970; Harwell, Schmitt & Shotola,
1971; Nelson & Madsen, 1969; Weingold & Webster, 1964; and others).
It has been found, however, that punishment without reward is not
effective in eliciting cooperation (Schmitt & Harwell, 1970). One
should, therefore, concentrate on giving rewards for cooperation
rather than punishment for non-cooperation. The most effective
reward is the group reward (Deutsch, 1960; Kelley, et. al., 1970;
Laughlin & McGlynn, 1967; Wallace & Rothaus, 1969). In other
words, either everyone in the group will be rewarded for successful
completion of the task or no one will be rewarded. No individual
will be rewarded more or less than any other individual. However,
so that Individuals can quickly learn to cooperate, it is impor-
tant that each individual have feedback about his behavior
(Mithaug & Burgess, 1967 & 1968). If the group is not rewarded
it may be for a number of reasons and only with individual feed-
back will the members of the group be able to discover these reasons.
18
Group reward may be considered a type of group goal. Other
kinds of group goals are also successful at inducing cooperation.
For example, Sherif & Sherif (1953) did a study in which they
groups against each other. The competition, encouraged
by the experimenters in one situation, carried over into other
situations as well. Then the experimenters asked both groups
to help out in an emergency. Striving toward this superordinate
goal enabled the rivaling groups to cooperate with one another
because they could both accept it as their goal. Thus, it is
sometimes necessary for the adult to impose a group goal. Con-
ventionalized games, suggested by Biber (1942) as a means of
heightening feelings of social communication, are examples of
group goals suggested by the adult which the children can call
upon themselves at a future time.
It is easy to cooperate with certain types of people. For
example, one is more likely to cooperate with a person he likes
(Swingle & Gills, 1968) or a person he trusts (Loomis, 1959).
In both these situations one is able to predict that the other
person also has intentions to cooperate. It has also been found
that people with equal status or power, again fostering trust,
are more likely to cooperate than people with unequal status or
power (Deutsch, et. al.
,
1967; Komorita, Sheposh, & Braver, 1968).
Chittenden (1942) found that a role-playing situation (using
dolls) was useful in getting children to see the consequences of
cooperative and uncooperative actions and to change their behavior
accordingly.
19
The use of modeling, moral reasoning and ground rules, not
specifically discussed in the literature on cooperation, will
be presented in chapter VII. These three methods are Important
additions to the list of teacher interventions mentioned above.
Observation and measurement
. Most of the studies which mea-
sure cooperation have devised experimental procedures in which
the subject can respond in one of two ways, cooperatively or un-
cooperatively. Examples of this type of procedure are: 1)
prisoner’s dilemma game ( Komorita, Sheposh & Braver, 1968;
Evans, 1964; and others) where two subjects have a choice between
maximizing their own individual reward or maximizing their joint
reward, but reducing Individual reward; 2) the maximizing dif-
ference game (McClintock & Nuttin, 1969; Harwell, Ratcliff &
Schmitt, 1969), a modification of the prisoner's dilemma; 3)
trucking game (Krauss St Deutsch, 1966; Krauss, 1966; Deutsch &
Lewicky, 1970; and others), in which two subjects try to reach
a destination by using the same route, and must use it alternately
in order to cooperate; 4) coordinated pressing of key (Mlthaug
& Burgess, 1967 & 1968), where all the individuals in a group
have to press the right key in order for a light to go on; 5)
coordinated pulling of plungers (Cohen, 1962; Harwell, Schmitt
& Shotola, 1970), in which two subjects have to pull the correct
plunger within a certain time period of each other; and 6) minimal
social situation (Kelley, et. al., 1962) in which two subjects
control each others rewards, but do not know whether they are
rewarding or punishing.
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The studies listed above have limited relevance to the present
study because they have only two alternative behaviors, they do
not use an observation scale, and they would be unsuitable for
children. Deutsch's group problem solving procedure (1960) would
also be inappropriate for kindergarten children.
The cooperation board (Madsen, 1967; Kagan & Madsen, 1971;
Madsen & Shapira, 1970; Nelson & Madsen, 1969; and others), ex-
plained in chapter III, has been used in numerous studies on
young children. It has been especailly useful in comparing
cooperation across cultures. It is used in the present study
to test generallzability of the hypotheses.
Few studies use observational techniques to measure coop-
eration. Studies by Robinson & Conrad (1933) and Dyck (1963)
simply measured whether or not social contact took place. Murphy
(1937) and Gump & Sutton-Smith (1955) defined certain cooperative
behaviors, such as helping or sharing and observed them in a
field setting. Bishop (1951) and Behrens & Goldfarb (1958)
developed observational scales for measuring cooperation in
families. Another group of investigators (Goodenough, 1930;
Graves, 1937; Parten, 1934; Parten & Newhall, 1943) used a check
list which included solitary unoccupied behavior, solitary occu-
pied behavior, parallel activity, simple cooperate activity, or-
ganized cooperative activity, and onlooker behavior. The
children were observed in a field setting where a time sample of
their behavior was taken.
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The inconclusiveness of many of the above field studies may
explain why so few have been done recently. As Weick (1968)
suggests;
Greater control and precision can occur in observational
research if fewer demands are placed on the observer and
on his category systems. The principal means by which
these demands can be reduced are careful choice and mod-
ification of the setting and use of more explicit be-
havioral measures that make fewer inferential demands
on the observer, (Weick, 1968, p, 359)
The present study, therefore, seeks to obtain control and precision
by giving the subjects a specific task (as did Bishop, 1951; and
Stendler, Damrin, & Haines, 1951) and by developing an observation
check list with reference to the particular behaviors required
for the task.
Modeling
Definitions , The problem of defining modeling is complicated
by the numerous terms which refer to it in the literature. Be-
sides "modeling," the vicarious phenomena have been called,
"copying," "matching," "imitation," "identification," "observa-
tional learning," and others. The definitions of a number of
authors will be presented before a synthesis is attempted.
Miller & Dollard (1941) define imitation as
,,,a process by which "matched," or similar acts are
evoked in two people and connected to appropriate cues.
It can occur only under conditions which are favorable
to learning these acts. If matching, or doing the
same
as others do, is regularly rewarded, a secondary
ten-
dency to match may be developed, and the process of
imi-
tation becomes the derived drive of imitativeness,
(Miller & Dollard, 1941, p. 10)
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The authors further divide imitation into three sub-mechanisms
:
same, matched-dependent, and copying behavior. Same behavior
occurs when "two people perform the same act in response to
independent stimulation by the same cue (Miller & Dollard, 1941,
p. 91)." Matched-dependent behavior occurs when one person is
"older, shrewder, or more skilled than another (Miller & Dollard,
1941, p. 91)." The imitator responds on the basis of cues from
the act of the leader. Copying occurs when one person consciously
models his behavior on that of another person. "The copier
must have criteria for the sameness and difference of the acts
he performs (Miller & Dollard, 1941, p. 91)." In all of these
cases reward is necessary in order for one to learn imitation.
Same behavior and copying behavior would clearly not be
included in a current definition of modeling. Same behavior
does not require any observation of the actions of another person.
Copying behavior requires conscious observation and rehearsal
of the behavior of another. The definition of matched-dependent
behavior may fit a general definition of modeling, except for
the fact that reinforcement is necessary for the Imitator to
keep imitating.
Miller & Dollard represent the behaviorist point of view;
Sears, Rau & Alpert lean toward the psycho-analytic explanation.
They define analytic identification as:
...a mechanism, developed during the first three or
four years of life, by which behaving like the parents
—
or perceiving the similarity between the self and the
parents—becomes intrinsically rewarding. Various
sources of reinforcement have been hypothesized to
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account for the establishment of this motivational
systemj basically, most of them reduce to gratifica-
tion of dependency needs. The actions learned by
the child, by imitation, are those which the parent
performs in providing this gratification The child,
by performing acts which, in the mother’s behavior
repertoire, have become secondary rewards or reinfor-
cers for the child, now has a mechanism by which he
can reward himself. By imitating his mother, he can
provide a substitute for her when she begins with-
drawing affectionate interaction and nurturance from
him. (Sears, Rau & Alpert, p. 4)
This definition is limited since it refers only to imitation
of the actions of parents. Kagan’s definition is somewhat more
general:
Identification is defined as an acquired, cognitive
response within a person (S). The content of this
response is that some of the attributes, motives, char-
acteristics and affective states of a model (M) are
part of S’s psychological organization. The major
Implication of this definition is that the S may react
to events occurring to M as if they occurred to him.
(Kagan, 1965, p. 215)
This definition again refers to a generalized pattern of respond-
ing which is acquired through observation of a particular person.
It addresses the formation of a personal "identity." In this
sense, "identification" consists of many instances of modeling
and takes place over a number of years.
For Bandura, the distinctions made between the various terms
are useless.
Unless it can be shown that vicarious learning of
different classes of matching behavior is governed
by separate variables, distinctions proposed in terms
of the types of emulated responses not only are gra-
tuitous but also cause unnecessary confusion.
(Bandura, 1969, p. 119)
He asserts that all types of observational learning are mediated
by the same process, namely, the
2A
symbolic coding and central organization of modeling
stimuli, their representation in memory, in verbal and
imaglnal codes, and their subsequent transformation
from symoblic forms to motor equivalents.
(Bandura, 1969, p. 127)
Thus, for Bandura, modeling simply consists of the obser-
vation of the behavior of another person and performance of that
behavior. His definition is the most inclusive. The behaviorist
explanation of the process cannot account for new matching respon-
ses which have never been reinforced; the psycho-analytic approach
limits its explanation to certain significant models, such as
parents.
Bandura’s "contiguity-mediational" theory (Bandura, 1969,
p. 133) is well substantiated by the research of Bandura and his
colleagues. Studies have shown that entirely new responses can
be learned (Rosenhan & White, 1967) and other habitual responses
can be extinguished through modeling (Bandura, Blanchard & Ritter,
1969). The existence of a mediational mechanism, (coding and stor-
ing of learned response) is supported by two studies, one in
which information was coded for the subjects (Bandura, Grusec &
Menlove, 1966), and one in which the subjects gave a delayed
response (Bandura, 1965). In the first study, subjects who
attached labels to the behaviors were much more likely to imitate
them than subjects who did not. In the second study, subjects
were able to reproduce a behavior, which they had seen but not
practiced, when favorable conditions presented themselves.
Justification. The importance of modeling to learning in
general and to cooperative behavior in particular cannot be
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over-emphasized. The ability of modeling to influence a wide
variety of behaviors will justify its use as a method of teaching
cooperation.
In the area of negative or anti-social behavior, Bandura,
Ross & Ross (1963b) executed a study in which children viewed
a film of adults violently punching a bozo doll. The children
who viewed the film were more likely to react violently when
the bozo doll was presented than children who had not seen the
film. Similar studies have been done in which the aggressive
response generalized to novel situations; others use peer models
(Ditrichs, Simon & Greene, 1967).
Modeling has not only been shown to elicit new responses,
but also to extinguish established patterns cf responding. For
example, children who displayed fearful and avoidant behavior
toward dogs were exposed to peer models who approached a dog
fearlessly (Bandura, Grusec & Menlove, 1967; Bandura & Menlove,
1968). These children improved significantly their ability
to interact with a dog.
The power of modeling as a teaching method is well demon-
strated in studies of the transmission of self-reinforcement
standards (Bandura, Grusec & Menlove, 1967; Bandura & Kupers,
1964). Adult and peer models played a bowling game and rewarded
themselves with M&M's. Subjects who observed models adopted a
high standard, even though they thought no one was watching them.
The authors highlight the significance of the study in the
following paragraph:
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The adoption and continued adherence to unrealis-
tically high self-evaluative standards is particularly
striking considering that the self-imposition of rig-
orous performance demands occurred in the absence of
any social surveillance, under high permissiveness for
self-gratification, and the emulative behavior resulted
in self-critical reactions and considerable self-denial
of freely available rewards. These findings provide
further evidence that inhibitions and strong self-
controlling responses may be acquired through observa-
tional learning without the mediation of direct positive
or negative reinforcement.
(Bandura, Grusec & Menlove, 1967, p. 455)
Models have even been shown to influence a child’s verbal
response to a moral judgment interview (Bandura & McDonald, 1963).
Stories which required a moral judgment (similar to ones used
by Piaget) were presented to subjects and adult models. The
models gave responses counter to those Piaget would predict for
the child. The model was effective in influencing the subject’s
response, even if it meant a regression for the child in terms of
his level of development. One could conclude that the evidence
contradicts Piaget’s theory. On the other land, it might suggest
that the effects of modeling are so strong that they would even
cause one to speak contrary to one’s normal mode of thinking.
Another group of studies shows the influence of vicarious
learning on prosocial behavior. Numerous studies (Hartup &
Coates, 1967; Rosenhan, 1969; Staub, 1971; and others) have shown
that modeling is effective in Inducing cooperative behavior,
even though no rewards are given by the experimenter. In a natural-
istic setting, Bryan & Test (1967) Induced subjects to help a
lady fix a flat tire by placing a model performing the desired
action up the street. Simply driving by and observing someone
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help with a flat tire made subjects more likely to stop and help.
With the use of modeling, Rosenhan and White (1967) induced child-
ren to give to charity
,
even though it meant giving up some of
the reward money they had earned playing a bowling game. In
another study (Staub, 1971) children were more likely to help
a child in distress if they had previously observed an adult
respond to distress cues.
There are many examples of modeled behaviors which are gen-
sralizable. Children construct new sentences they have never
heard on the basis of a set of grammatical rules they have learned
by observation and imitation of various applications of the rules
(Bandura, 1969, p. 149). Thus, modeling must be considered in
terms of both its long term and short term effects.
Factors that influence the effects of modeling . In the past
ten years numerous studies have investigated the optimal conditions
under which a modeled behavior is learned. These studies give
clues as to how modeling can best be put to use.
One category of studies involves the characteristics of the
model. Adult models who provide the subject with nurturance or
reward prior to the experiment are more likely to influence the
behavior of the subject than unknown adults (Rosenblith, 1959;
Mussen & Parker, 1965; Staub, 1971). Models who are perceived
to be similar to the subjects (in background, interests, etc.)
are more likely to influence behavior than models who are per-
ceived as dissimilar (Rosekrans, 1967). In another study using
adult models and child subjects, the adults who were perceived
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as competent, high in status, and in control over resources were
more often modeled than adults who were perceived to be less
competent, low in status and in control of no resources (Bandura,
I
Ross & Ross, 1963).
Another group of studies investigated the effects of rein-
forcement, both on the model and the subject. Subjects are
much less likely to be influenced by a model who is punished for
his action than one who is rewarded for his action (Clark, 1965;
Bandura, 1965; Walters, Parke & Cane, 1965). Reinforcement given
to the subject determines in part whether or not he will perform
the modeled behavior. If the subject is punished for a behavior
previous to observing someone else perform the same behavior,
he will not be very likely to model the behavior (Walters, Parke
& Cane, 1965). However, a subject who has been promised reward
for a behavior which he previously saw punished in a model, will
be likely to perform the behavior after the promise of reward
(Bandura, 1965).
Another series of studies investigated several factors derived
from Bandura’s contiguity-mediational theory. Rehearsal of the
modeled response is effective in making it more likely to be
repeated (Rosenhan & White, 1967). Symbolic coding operations,
however, seem to be even more efficacious than rehearsal in fac
j^2^j[tating retention of modeled events (Bandura, Grusec & Menlove,
1966) . If complex sequences of modeled behaviors are broken
down into small units and presented at spaced intervals, it is
easier for subjects to form associations and attach labels to
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the various behaviors, thus making it easier to remember the
sequence. In fact, the effectiveness of rehearsal may be due
to the coding and organizational processes which are allowed to
take place during repetition of an act. The same study (Bandura,
Grusec & Menlove, 1966) investigated the effects of "incentive
set" on the learning and retention of modeled behaviors. Subjects
who were told they would be expected to reproduce the behavior
of the model were more successful in doing so than subjects who
were given no such incentive set. Bandura even asserts that
"incentive control of observing behavior can, in most instances,
override the effects of variations in observer characteristics
and model attributes... (Bandura, 1969, p. 137)."
In summary, characteristics of the model, reinforcement
contingencies, characteristics of the behavior and incentive
set are factors which influence the success of modeling in chang-
ing behavior. Teaching cooperation through modeling depends
upon the proper combination of these factors. In the present
study they were given consideration when choosing models, and
establishing the experimental procedure.
Communication
Numerous studies (Wolfe & Wolfe, 1939j Loomis, 1959j Rosenberg,
1960; Evans, 196A; Krauss & Deutsch, 1966; Daniels, 1967; Morgan
& Sawyer, 1967; Voissem & Sistrunk, 1971; and others) have shown
that communication, either verbal or written, greatly facilitates
the establishment of cooperation. In some of the studies (Loomis,
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1959; Morgan & Sawyer, 1967) communication consisted of the ex-
pression of expectations and intentions. Through the exchange of
expectations subjects are better able to formulate their goals
in such a way that they complement each other. The communication
of intentions makes behavior easier to predict; hence, subjects
are better able to trust each other. In fact, some authors
(Evans, 1964: Loomis, 1959) assert that trust is a prerequisite
to cooperation. In the present study it is hypothesized that
modeling communication will induce the subjects to communicate,
thereby facilitating cooperation. Furthermore, communication
will lead to labeling of relevant behaviors, thus aiding the
subjects to retain the behaviors.
31
CHAPTER III
PROCEDURE
Subjects
The subjects for the experiment were 192 kindergarten children,
96 girls and 96 boys, from five public elementary schools in
western Massachusetts, The schools were chosen on the basis
of their proximity to the University and their willingness to
participate in the experiment. Although located in three dif-
ferent towns, the schools serve comparable populations.
The children from each classroom were divided by sex and
randomly appointed to groups of three, with 8 groups of three
assigned to each treatment (i,e., n=8). Children who were absent
on the day of the experiment or did not fit into a group were
eliminated.
Models
Models were recruited in each school from a fourth grade
classroom. They were chosen by their teacher on the basis of
their reliability and willingness to participate. The same
models were used for all of the trials at a given school, except
in the case of one group that became disruptive. In that case,
a new group was chosen. Female subjects observed female models
and male subjects observed male models.
The models were trained on the same day the experiment was
conducted. It was explained to them that they would be helping
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to teach younger children to cooperate. The behaviors to be
performed and the language to be used was given to them. The
models practiced the procedure several times until the experi-
menter was satisfied that they would be able to repeat the task
several times in a uniform manner.
Because the models were chosen from the same school as the
subjects it was assumed that they would be perceived by the sub-
jects as having a similar background (Rosekrans, 1967). Since
they were also older than the subjects they were probably seen
to be high in status and competent (Bandura, Ross & Ross, 1963).
Fourth grade students, then, would be well-suited to model for
kindergarten children.
Treatments
Four treatments are necessary to test the hypotheses. In
treatment one (Behavior Only) models perform the cooperative
task silently. In the second treatment (Verbal Only) the models
discuss among themselves how they would perform the task, but
are Interrupted by the experimenter before they can actually
perform it. The third treatment (Behavior/Verbal) consists of
both behavioral and verbal modeling. In the fourth treatment
(Control) the task is already completed when the subjects arrive.
The treatments are explained in detail below.
Treatment I . The trained models wait in the hallway where
the experiment is to take place. The experimenter goes to the
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classroom and calls the names of the three subjects. On arrival
at the location of the experiment the experimenter explains to
both the models and subjects that they are going to help decorate
the school by putting up some paintings which have already been
painted by some other children. The experimenter gives the follow-
ing directions;
"You (looking at models)will put up a painting on this wall
(pointing to one side of the corridor), and you (looking at sub-
jects) will put up a painting on this wall (pointing to other
side of corridor)." The experimenter hands a roll of masking
tape and a painting which is rolled up and held with a rubber
band, to the models. She says to the subjects; "You may put
yours up when they are finished with the tape."
The models proceed to put up the painting in the following
manner: One child takes the rubber band off the roll. Two child-
ren unroll the painting and hold it against the wall. The third
child tapes the four corners.
When they finish, the experimenter thanks them and gives
the roll of tape to one of the subjects and a rolled-up painting
to another one of the subjects saying; "We are going to play
a game in the room I showed you (room designated to subjects
before experiment). When you finish, please come to the room
so you can play the game also." The models and experimenter go
to a room where they cannot be seen by the subjects. The subjects
proceed to complete the task. [A concealed observer scores the
behaviors.
]
Treatment II. This time, before beginning to put up the
painting the models talk among themselves about how they are
going to do it.
The first child says: "I’ll take the rubber band off and
hold the painting against the wall while you unroll it, (name)."
Second child: "O.K."
Third child: "And I'll tape the four corners."
First child: "O.K."
Before allowing them to begin the experimenter interrupts
the models by saying; "Why don't we let these children put up
their painting first, then you can put yours up later. I want
you to play a game with me now." She hands the tape and a paint-
ing to the subjects as in treatment I and leaves with the models.
Treatment III
. Both behavioral and verbal modeling take
place in this treatment. After the models finish talking about
what they are going to do, they complete the task as in treatment I.
Treatment IV
.
The models' painting is already hanging on
the wall when the subjects arrive. After explaining the task,
the experimenter says: "Some older children have already put
up this painting over here (pointing to painting). Would you put
up this painting here (pointing to wall)?" As before, she hands
them the tape and the painting and asks them to join her in the
previously designated room.
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Scoring
As soon as subjects are handed the tape the observer begins
scoring one child every five seconds. Each child, therefore,
is scored every fifteen seconds. The scoring is done by placing
a check in one of five categories (see figure 1) as follows:
Initiates cooperation: Child explains what he is going
to do in relation to the task.
Child makes suggestion about how
the group might proceed.
Volunteers help, praise or infor-
mation to another child.
Initiates action by pointing out
place on the wall where painting
is to be hung, or by helping
with the taping.
Responds positively: Responds to the request of another
child.
Seems willing to cooperate, but
others take over and he has
nothing to do.
Helps passively by holding one
of the corners of the painting.
Non-participating
:
Does not disturb activity, but
does something on his own un-
related to the task.
Not participating, seeming to be
daydreaming or looking away from
the others.
Responds negatively: Fails to respond to the sugges-
tions or request of another child.
Demands (in a beligerent fashion)
that he does either the holding
or the taping. Tries to take
over the job that another child
is doing.
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Observer
Group
Sex
Child 1 (Name or description) —
initiates
responds +
non-participating
responds -
disrupts
Child 2 (Name or description) —
1
initiates
responds +
non-participating
responds -
I
disrupts
i
Child 3 (Name or description) —
initiates
responds +
non-participating
responds -
disrupts
Figure 1
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Disrupts cooperation: Tries to get other children to
join him in another activity.
Withholds help, materials, or
Information from others.
Tries to take down painting.
(Rolls it up, takes off tape,
moves it away from wall.)
Observer
In order to reduce the possibility of "obseirver effect,"
i.e., a change in behavior due to the fact that one is being
watched, it was necessary to conceal the observer. For this
purpose the experimenter obtained a refrigerator box, fifty-four
inches high, and just large enough to accommodate a person sitting
on a chair, A small hole was made in the side of the box at
eye level through which the observer could see the subjects. The
hole let in enough light for the observer to make check marks,
but not so much that the subjects could see the observer. A
cardboard flap hanging loosely over the hole also helped to keep
the observer out of sight. Except in a few cases, the subjects
did not suspect that they were being watched, (i.e., they looked
at the box only in passing).
Reliability . Three different observers were used in the
course of the experiment, one observer for each trial. They
practiced on a group of children which were not used for the
experiment. They worked together to develop the category system
and discussed at length the alternative behaviors and how they
should be categorized.
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Interjudge reliability was calculated on three subjects
using Ebel’s correlation coefficient (r = the reliability for
ICiC
mean ratings from k raters) (Guilford, 1954, 395-398);
V
P
where V = variance for persons (subjects); and V = variance
P e
of error.
Scores
;
Observer 1 Observer 2 Observer 3
Subject 1 1.11 1.25 1.17
Subject 2 1.22 1.25 1.00
Subject 3 1.89 1.88 2.00
Table 1
Variance
;
SS df V
subj ects 1.15 2 0.575
observers 0.02 2 0.01
error 0.03 4 0.0075
total 1.2 8 0.15
Table 2
rkk
0.575 - 0.0075
0.575
0.987
Category system. A category system as opposed to narrative
descriptive recording was used because on-the-spot coding reduces
both time in analyzing the data and the likelihood of inaccurate
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conclusions due to imprecise narrative recording. A category
system allows the observer to quickly check a behavior for each
subject and go on to the next. A narrative description would
I
either require three observers or would have to rely on the
observer s memory of what two of the subjects were doing while
recording the behavior of one. Although a video-taped record
of the task would have been an ideal suppliment to the categorized
check—list, the difficulty of concealing both an observer and a
T.V. camera in the hallway of a school proved insurmountable at
the time.
Gellert states the desirable properties of a category system
as follows:
...There should be as little overlap amongst categories
as possible; a modicum of inference should be required
for classifying behavior within each category; the
category system should be refined enough to discriminate
between important differences in behavior, but general
enough to keep the number of necessary discriminations
at a minimum. Each set of categories must be derived
from the particular problem under investigation.
(Gellert, 1955, p. 183)
With these criteria in mind the category system was developed
with respect to the particular behaviors which were likely to occur
in the task of hanging a large painting on the wall with masking
tape.
The five categories chosen were designed to pick up only
gross differences in cooperative behavior: active cooperation,
passive cooperation, active disruption, passive disruption and
no behavior at all. This minimized the amount of inference
necessary and reduced the possibility of overlap among cate-
gories. Furthermore, the definitions of the categories were
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necessary and reduced the possibility of overlap among cate-
gories. Further more, the definitions of the categories were
written in terms of the specific behaviors that would be performed
in the course of the particular activity, for example, moving
the painting toward the wall, moving the painting away from the
wall, holding one of the corners, etc. This type of definition
requires fewer inferences than more general descriptions. Each
category referred to a distinct behavior, yet the number of
categories was small enough to maintain ease in scoring.
The five second time interval was chosen for several reasons.
A short time interval encourages the observer to check categories
on the basis of behavior that has just occurred. A longer time
interval sometimes allows the observer to respond in terms of
a "general retrospective impression (Medley & Mitzel, 1963,
p. 300)." If too many behaviors occur in the time span, an accu-
rate recording is impossible. The time interval must be short
enough to insure uninterrupted observation. With a five second
interval the observer's attention must be focused on the task
at all times, thus increasing the likelihood of accurate recording.
Since the task requires so little total time, a five second in-
terval allows for enough samples to cover the normal range of
variability.
In the course of the study the problem of active and passive
cooperation arose. While initiating cooperation and responding
to the requests of another may be important distinctions in a
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leadership study, hanging a painting on the wall requires a
relatively small amount of initiation on the part of one person.
In this task, initiative taken by a second person often causes
disruption. In fact, passively holding the corners of the paint-
ing is an important part of the task. Due to the lack of dis-
tinction between the first two categories (initiates cooperation
and responds positively) the data were analyzed on the basis of
both three and five categories, the former being determined by
combining the first two and the last two categories.
Group score . Two group scores were computed, one on the
basis of three categories, and one on the basis of five cate-
gories. In both cases numerical values were assigned to each
check mark as follows;
Three categories: initiates cooperation
responds +
non-participating
responds -
disrupts
Five categories; initiates cooperation
responds +
non-participating
responds -
disrupts
Individual scores were computed by adding together the
individual's weighted check marks and dividing by his total
number
1
1
2
3
3
1
2
3
A
5
A2
of check marks, l.e., if all his check marks have a value of
1, he would get a score of 1. A high score indicates less coop-
eration than does a low score, A group score was computed by
taking the average of the three individual scores.
Validity
.
The following criteria were used in choosing a
task which would measure cooperation: 1) its successful comple-
tion must depend upon the participation of each individual in
the group; 2) the group must be able to complete it in a short
period of time (less than 5 minutes); 3) it must be developmentally
appropriate for kindergarten children; and 4) three people must
be required to do it. Only the first of these criteria prescribed
the cooperative aspect of the task. The other three criteria
had to do with the constraints of the experiment, i.e,, we could
have used a longer period of time, a different age group and a
different number of people in each group without changing the
cooperative nature of the task. Hanging a large painting on the
wall seemed to be a good choice because not only did it fulfill
the four criteria, but it could be set up easily in a school
hallway and a good reason could be given to the children for
coming out of their classroom to do this special project, (i.e,,
to decorate the school). Furthermore, it was a task that had
a definite beginning and a definite end, making it easier to
score and giving the children a sense of closure.
Whether or not the task and the scoring system actually
measure cooperation is determined in two ways. First, the
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definition of cooperation inust be examined and compared with
the behaviors listed in each category. This method relies upon
the experimenter's judgment of what behaviors are commonly con-
sidered to be cooperative. Deriving the categories from the
experimental task allows behaviors to be stated specifically,
thus facilitating a comparison with commonly accepted cooperative
behavior. A prescribed task, such as hanging a painting on the
wall, does not allow for a great deal of alternative cooperative
behaviors. Since fairly specific behaviors are required, validity
is easier to establish.
The second method of determining validity is to compare the
category scoring system to other measures of cooperation. The
cooperation board, used to examine the generality of the treat-
ment effect, can also be used as a measure of validity. Although
the validity of the cooperation board, itself, has not been demon-
strated, it was chosen for its simple, clear-cut procedure, and
because it requires children to work together in a coordinated
fashion.
Cooperation Board
The second phase of the experiment took place in a separate
room. The subjects came to the room directly after hanging the
painting. The cooperation board used for this second phase was
a modification of the one developed by Madsen (1967) for use
with four children. Figure 2 illustrates the board constructed
to accommodate a group of three.
SI 18 inches S3
eighteen inches on a side. In the center a small weight held
a ball point pen refill in an upright position. To the weight
were attached three strings which passed through eyelets placed
at each of the three comers. A triangular piece of paper with
three circles drawn on it was placed under the weight and taped
to the board for each group.
After taking seats around the table the subjects were given
the following instructions by the experimenter:
"Each of you has a string to hold. This is your string
(handing each child his string) . You must try to get this pen
to draw a line through each circle as many times as you can
(showing how the pen makes a mark on the paper). Wait until
I say 'Go' before you start. You may not touch the pen or the
string near the pen (indicating the portion of string that must
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not be touched). You will have to work together to do this.
Are you ready? Go!"
The experimenter watched the subjects very carefully to make
sure the board remained stable and the pen upright. She gently
prevented the subjects from touching the pen or the string above
the eyelet. The score was determined by counting the number of
times the pen went through a circle in one minute, fifteen seconds.
A mark in any one of the circles counted one point, but a mark
in one circle could not be counted a second time unless marks
had been made in the other two circles in the meantime. The
experimenter encouraged the subjects by pointing out the circle
they had missed and reminding them that they had to make a mark
in all three of the circles. If the children were unable to
make marks in any of t he circles the experimenter sometimes
allowed them to continue trying for their own satisfaction, even
though the group got a score of zero.
CHAPTER IV
A6
RESULTS
Observation Scores
The results were analyzed with the use of a two—by—two—by— two
analysis of variance (behavior modeling x verbal modeling x sex) .
It was assumed that the groups had equal variances and a normal
distribution. The raw scores from which the analysis was done
appear in the Appendix.
As mentioned earlier, the data were analyzed on the basis of
both three and five categories. The results of the two analyses
were quite similar (i.e., significance was found between the
same variables), so only the results of the three category scoring
system are reported. This system seems to have the most validity
based on a notion of cooperation which includes both active and
passive behavior.
The means and standard deviations for each group are shown
in Table 3; B = behavior modeling, V = verbal modeling, F = female,
and M = male. Table 4 provides a summary of the results of the
analysis of variance.
Hypothesis 1 . Children who observe\|models perform a coop-
erative task will be more likely to cooperate themselves on the
same task than children who observe no such models.
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B
V V
F
X. = 1.06 X. = 1.08
s = 0.075 s = 0.06
M
X. = 1.14 X. = 1.21
s = 0.153 s = 0.16
B
F
X. = 1.38 X. = 1.20
s = 0.15 s = 0.11
M
X. = 1.29 X. = 1.28
s = 0.22 s = 0.18
Table 3
Source of variation SS df MS F-score
behavior modeling 0.43 1 0.43 17.92*
verbal modeling 0.01 1 0.01 0.42
sex 0.05 1 0.05 2.08
interaction b x v 0.07 1 0.07 2.92
interaction b x s 0.05 1 0.05 2.08
interaction v x s 0.04 1 0.04 1.67
interaction b x v x s 0.01 1 0.01 0.42
within cells 1.36 56 0.024
total 2.02 64
*signifleant at «<. = ,001
Table 4
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Th0 sxgnlficant main efffict shown for ths behavior modeling
factor clearly supports this hypothesis.
Hypothesis 2
. Children who observe models discuss^^n^ a
cooperative task will be more likely to cooperate themselves on
the same task than children who observe no such models.
The verbal modeling factor showed no significant effect, so
this hypothesis must be rejected.
Hypothesis 3 . Children who observe models discussing and
performing a cooperative task will be more likely to cooperate
themselves on the same task than children who observe no such
models
.
Since the interaction of behavior modeling and verbal
modeling did not have a significant effect, this hypothesis must
also be rejected.
Hypothesis 4 . Girls will be more likely to cooperate than
boys in all treatments.
This hypothesis was used to test a common assumption that
girls develop affective competence sooner than boys. Bull (1971),
for example, showed that girls were more syirpathetic than boys.
In the present study, however, neither main nor interaction effects
were due to sex differences. Studies by Lutzker (1961), Nelson &
Madsen (1969), and Shaplra & Madsen (1969) concur with this finding.
Summary. Hypothesis 1 was supported, i.e., behavioral model-
ing had a statistically significant effect on the behavior of the
subjects.
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Cooperation Board
A three-way analysis of variance was also done on the cooper-
ation board scores. The means and standard deviations are shown
in Table 5. A summary of the analysis of variance is given in
Table 6.
None of the treatments had any effect on cooperation board
scores. However, there was a significant sex difference. This
finding runs contrary to other studies which used the cooperation
board and found no sex differences (Nelson & Madsen, 1969; Madsen,
1967; Shapira & Madsen, 1969). An explanation for these results
will be attempted in Chapter V.
Correlation. The Pearson product-moment correlation coeffi-
cient was used to see if the effects of the first task generalized
to a second task — the cooperation board. The correlation coef-
ficients obtained were as follows:
Girls (n = 32): r = -0.2266
Boys (n = 32): r = -0.124
Total (n = 64): r = -0.1064
There was no significant correlation between the scores on
the two tasks.
Time to Completion
Another measure of cooperation may provide some additional
Information. In order to see whether or not the groups who
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V V
B
F
X. = 2.00
s = 0.87
X. = 1.88
s = 0.93
M
X. =3.88
s = 1.62
X. = 2.13
s = 1.54
B
F
X. = 1.50
s = 1.12
X. = 1.50
s =1.12
M
X. = 2.38
s = 1.50
X. = 2.00
s = 0.87
Table 5
Source of variation SS df MS F-score
behavior modeling 6.25 1 6.25 3.63
verbal modeling 5.06 1 5.06 2.94
sex 12.25 1 12.25 7.12*
interaction b x v 2.25 1 2.25 1.30
interaction v x s 4.00 1 4.00 2.33
interaction b x s 0.56 1 0.56 0.33
interaction b x v x s 1.57 1 1.57 0.91
within cells 96.50 56 1.72
total 128.44 64
*slgnificant at <K = .025
Table 6
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scored high in cooperation also performed the task most efficient-
ly, the mean time to completion for each group is reported in
Table 7.
V V
B
F 1.52 min. 1.81 min.
M 2.03 min
.
1.81 min.
B
F 2.53 min
.
2.50 min.
M 3.06 min.
1
3.38 min.
Table 7
The groups have the following rank order:
1 BVF
2 BVF
BVM
3 BVM
4 BVF
5 BVF
6 BVM
7 BVM
Although no statistical analysis has been done, it is
clear
that the behavior modeling groups completed the task
in a shorter
period of time than the verbal modeling groups, which
is quite
consistent with other findings of the experiment.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The presentation of the results in the preceding chapter
shows that hypothesis 1 was statistically upheld, while the other
hypotheses were not upheld. The main portion of this chapter will
discuss a variety of factors which could have contributed to the
lack of significance found for hypotheses 2, 3 and 4. This dis-
cussion will include both general problems common to studies of
this type, and experiment-specific variables which may have
affected the results. The factors fall into three categories:
the variables which could not be controlled; the human variables
which could not be controlled entirely; and the scoring system
itself, including both the definitions of the categories and the
procedures for scoring.
Establishing the validity of the experimental task as a
measure of cooperation will form the second portion of this
chapter. In addition, some observations, remarks and intuitive
explanations for the results will attempt to identify where the
major problems seem to have occurred.
Uncontrollable Variables
Uncontrollable variables refer to those variables which are
usually controlled by random sampling. Although subjects were
randomly assigned to groups, it was not possible to sample ran-
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domly in all phases of the study. For example, the schools could
not be sampled randomly from the entire population of elementary
schools in New England. Rather, schools were chosen on the basis
of proximity to the University and willingness to participate in
the study. Therefore, one cannot generalize to other populations
with certainty.
Teachers and classrooms
. One of the schools used for the
study had two kindergarten classrooms and all of the schools had
both morning and afternoon groups of children. This means that
the population of children in the experiment came from twelve
different classes and six different teachers. Differences bet-
ween classrooms can be significant due to both the teacher and
the other children. Depending on how the teacher operates the
classroom, the children have had varying degrees of experience in
working with each other and varying degrees of contact with older
children and outside adults. In general, the amount of experience
the children have had with similar procedures, whether it was using
masking tape or spending time out in the hall, will depend on the
particular classroom to which they belong.
The teachers had different attitudes toward the experiment
itself. This affected the way in which they explained the experi-
ment and introduced the experimenter to the children. Since the
experimenter had to interrupt, to some extent, the normal flow of
activity in the classroom every time a new group of subjects was
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called, the teacher's attitude was also exhibited in the way she
received the interruption.
Differences in the teachers’ attitudes toward the experiment
and in their style of teaching, then, were some of the classroom
variables that could have affected the children's willingness
and/or ability to cooperate. It would have been impossible to
control for this factor since there were not enough children in
each classroom to get significant results, (i.e., there would
probably be only one or two subjects in each cell of the experi-
mental design). Therefore, the experimenter had to assume that
the populations were comparable, considering they come from within
ten miles of each other, and are comprised of people with similar
national backgrounds and socio-economic status.
Environment . The place in which the experiment was carried
out varied from school to school (even within schools, in one
case) . Usually the experiment took place in a hallway with the
models on one side of the hall and the subjects on the other side
of the hall. In one school, however, lockers lined the wall, so
the gymnasium was used. In another school nearby classrooms were
distracting, so an empty classroom was used. The walls themselves
proved to be a variable. Their receptivity to the tape was dif-
ferent in each school giving the children more or less opportunity
to fight over who should do the taping. Two children would us-
ually be content holding the comers of the picture until the
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third child started having trouble (due either to environmental
conditions or his own skill) . Then they would rush in and try to
help, often disrupting the group process in the meantime. In
some schools the behavior of passers-by was quite disturbing to
the flow of the experiment. In two of the schools, children
passing through the hall hit and kicked the box, distracting the
subjects and the observer, and making it difficult to continue.
Certain conditions changed with the location of the experiment,
such as, the lighting, the relative positions of models and sub-
jects, the distance from the regular classroom, and the proximity
of the experimenter.
Time . As in any experiment, time is a variable which is
difficult to control. In this experiment the treatments could
not be performed at the same time. One might assume that all
days of the week and times of the day are the same. This may
not be a warranted assumption, however. For example, right after
gym class the children were excitable and active. Toward the end
of the day they were tired out and grumpy. The fatigue of the
models and the observers was also a factor that increased with
time, and could have had some effect on the children’s performance.
Individual differences . Of course, individual differences
are minimized by random sampling, but this does not mean that
they may not have effected the results. One such factor
might
have been the skill of the children. Some children,
either through
experience or by watching the models were very handy at
tearing a
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piece of masking tape off the roll. Other children were inept at
this skill, sometimes unwinding and sticking to itself yards of
tape before they were able to get a satisfactory piece, or before
a peer came to the rescue. Taking the rubber band off the rolled-
up picture was also a skill with which some children had trouble.
Problems in these areas may have effected the group's ability to
cooperate. As mentioned earlier, the tendency would be for all
three children to try ot tear the tape. Sometimes they even came
down the hall to ask the experimenter for help. Although this
slowed down their progress in putting up the painting, no group
failed to tape a painting to the wall.
Another individual difference which may have had an effect
was the children's receptivity to modeling. Each child is at a
different level of development in various areas of competence,
and each has preferred modes of learning. For example, a child
who is not able to pay attention, or whose visual perception is
poorly developed, probably would not learn as much from watching
the models as another child whose vision was keen and who was able
to pick out and attend to the salient features of the activity.
Furthermore, it may be that some children learn better auditority
and some learn better visually. On the other hand, a demonstra-
tion may prove distracting to an auditority-oriented child, while
verbalization may be distracting to a visually-oriented child.
In either case, there may be some notion of "readiness" or "recep-
tivity" to modeling which, though the idea needs further investi-
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gation, may be necessary before learning can take place in this
way. Of course, the task itself may have been more interesting
to some children than to others, which would also influence the
degree of their attentiveness to it.
Human Variables
The roles of the models and the observers required highly
skilled and precise behaviors. Despite training and practice
there were still some variations in these behaviors which could
have influenced the results. This section will address some of
the important human variables which affected the performance of
the models and the observers.
Models . By and large the models had no trouble learning the
procedures for taping the painting to the wall. They could even
switch roles (from holding to taping) with ease. Speaking about
what they were planning to do was more difficult, however. Some
of the models were reticent; others sometimes forgot their lines.
Although this may have been partly due to their shyness, it may
also have reflected the artificial nature of the task required.
There seemed to have been some uncertainty on the part of the models
as to the purpose of talking about what they were going to do
before doing it. This casued hesitation and embarrassment. Per-
haps these factors help to explain why the verbal modeling condi-
tion showed no significant effect.
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Another problem was the difficulty the models had in under-
standing their role. When it was explained to them that they were
supposed to teach by example some of them took a more didactic
approach, without realizing that it was the example itself that
would be instructive. In other words, they directed their words
and actions to the subjects rather than acting like just another
group of students hanging a painting. In fact, this was hard to
avoid since they may have seen the situation as contrived and
unnatural. Apparently, however, many of the subjects seemed to
take it all in stride, although it was quite an unusual experience
for them. None of them said anything to indicate that they thought
they were being observed or tested.
In this experiment the element of fatigue could not be avoid-
ed. First of all, only one set of female models and one set of
male models in each school could be used, because of the time in-
volved for training and due to the possibility of increased var-
iation in the modeling of the task. Secondly, the models needed
enough practice to insure that they could perform the behaviors
in a uniform manner. However, if they practiced too much, they
would get bored before they even started the actual treatments.
Even though the experimenter tried to balance these factors, the
models sometimes got tired and bored. In one case the group got
to the point of laughing and running around the hall and had
to
t
be replaced with different models. Fatigue, then, contributed
somewhat to the unplanned departures from uniform
experimental
procedure.
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Observers . A number of factors commonly produce poor reli-
ability. Some of those which may have contributed to the vari-
ability of the results are: 1) necessity of high order infer-
ence on the part of the observer; 2) observer fatigue; and 3) ob-
server bias (Gellert, 1955). Each of these points will be dis-
cussed as they relate to the present study.
Any scoring system which measures a concept as abstract as
cooperation necessarily requires some inference on the part of the
observer. For example, when the children first begin the task and
are all actively engaged in transporting the painting to the wall,
it is often difficult to tell who is initiating the action and who
is responding positively. At times it seems that all the subjects
do both. The observer, then, has to infer from their behavior
whether the children are motivated to initiate or respond. Of
course, the more this type of inference proved necessary, the
more the ratings between observers and within the observations
of a single person will vary. This is especially true in light
of the fact that some of the subjects were run several weeks
later than others. In that period of time an observer might
forget how he originally made inferences.
The element of observer fatigue was magnified by the fact
that the observer had to sit in the refrigerator box over the
course of several trials. The box was hot and stuffy with little
room to move around. When the subjects were in sight, the observer
60
had to remain quiet and still in order not to attract attention
to the box. Due to the press of time, breaks were infrequent
and brief. One can assume that some degree of variation was due
to observer fatigue.
Timing may have been one of the causes of observer bias.
The only light in the box came in a small stream from the hole
in the box. The stream of light was not wide enough for the
observer to be able to make checks on the check list and look
at a wristwatch at the same time. Furthermore, the 5-second
time interval did not leave enough time for one to be looking
at the watch, the subjects' behavior and checking the list at
the same time. Therefore, it was necessary for the observer to
count out the 5-second time Interval. Although this is difficult
to do consistently, one must assume that deviations from the
5-second interval were randomly distributed.
While the refrigerator box may have succeeded in concealing
the observer, there was sometimes difficulty in positioning the
box. It had to be situated in such a way that the observer could
both see and hear the subjects, and yet not so close that the
subjects would be curious and look inside. As much as possible,
the experimenter tried to put it out of the way, e.g., halfway
around a corner or across the hall. This meant that the observer
sometimes had trouble hearing the subjects talk especially if
they were talking quietly.
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Scoring System
The difficulty in developing a measure of cooperation centers
mainly around the category system itself. While the validity of
the scale will be discussed in the next section, the problems
involved in developing a category system and computing scores will
be presented here.
Category system . One of the difficulties with the task devel-
oped by this researcher was that the number of alternative behaviors
was small. As a result, the importcint differences in behavior
were only three in number. While the active/passive distinction
might be important in a leadership study, it was artificial to a
study that was looking for cooperative behavior as opposed to in-
different or competitive behavior. On the other hand, there may
have been some important differences in behavior which remained
unidentified due to the simplified view of cooperation, but which
may have been good predictors of cooperation in other situations.
For example, allowing another child to do the taping, (since it
was seen as a desirable activity) , may be more cooperative in this
situation than initiating the activity by taking the tape and
directing the task. In fact, trying to be the one to take the
tape from the experimenter may be a good predictor of uncooperative
behavior in another situation. This inability to pick out the
salient features of the cooperative activity, because the behaviors
required were so few, may have led to the lack of generalizability
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of the measure to another cooperative task (in this case, the
cooperation board)
. This problem will again be discussed in
connection with the validity of the experiment as a study of
cooperation.
One difficulty with the task, again due to the fact that so
few alternative behaviors were possible, lies with the non-
participating category. A child may have been perfectly willing
to cooperate, but became bored because he saw there wasn’t much
to do, and was scored "non-participating."
Despite the problems with the category system, it fulfilled
its function of identifying disruptive and non-participatory
actions. Since the greatest number of actions fell into the
cooperative category, those that did not were easy to recognize
and gave a clear indication of which groups had better cooperation.
Computing the score . In order to get one score for each
individual for purposes of comparing him with others, it was
necessary to give each category a value, multiply the number of
check marks in each category by the value of that category, sum
the results, and divide by the total number of check marks. The
scores of the individuals in each group were then averaged. While
it was necessary to obtain one score for each group for purposes
of the analysis, the procedure may have caused a distortion in
the data for the following reason. Each group had a different
total number of check marks depending on the amount of time it
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took to complete the task. Therefore, a group that had only one
disruptive check would get a better score if it took them longer
to complete the task than a group that had one disruptive check
and finished quickly. One could conclude that the results thus
obtained are accurate because the group that sustains cooperation
over a longer period of time cooperated "more" and should re-
ceive a higher score. On the other hand, one would assume that
a cooperative group is more efficient than a competitive group
and should not be penalized for efficiency (see Table 7) . Al-
though the system of calculating the scores may have produced some
distortion in the scores, it seemed to be the only way to handle
the difference in number of check marks. Perhaps the subjects
should have been given a time limit for the task to insure a
common basis for scoring.
Validity
If cooperation is defined as "working together to achieve
the same or complementary goals," the task used in this experi-
ment would certainly qualify as a cooperative task. The individuals
had the same goal, clearly articulated by the experimenter at the
beginning of the experiment. However, measuring one's intentions
to cooperate is very different from measuring one's cooperative
behavior. It is the intention to cooperate which generalizes
to
other cooperative situations. The cooperative behavior
may be
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dependent on many other factors, such as reinforcement contingencies
(Azrin & Lindsley, 1956). In other words, the individuals may
have the same or complementary goals in this situation, but there
is no way to predict what they will do in another situation, un-
less one knows that their goal is to cooperate.
Two factors — skill acquisition and obedience — enter into
the discussion because of their possible influence on the perfor-
mance of the task, apart from considerations of cooperation.
Skill acquisition . It was clear from observing the subjects
that one of the important functions performed by the models was
to teach the younger children the specific skills involved in
hanging a picture on the wall. Those subjects who did not observe
the models often had difficulty rolling out the picture smoothly,
breaking the pieces of tape from the roll, and knowing how many
pieces of tape would be sufficient to hold up the painting. This
information was helpful to cooperative completion of the task. If
one child could not break the tape off easily, the others became
impatient waiting for him and wanted to do it themselves; arguments
arose over where the painting should be placed and how much tape
was needed.
The models clearly served the function of pointing out to the
subjects the behaviors which would complete the task most efficient-
ly. Without the demonstration, the subjects had to proceed by
trial and error, and when errors occurred, disruption was also
more
While the "time to completion" data (see Table 7)likely to occur.
65
support this explanation, it is also true that all the subjects
were able to complete the task cooperatively in a relatively short
period of time.
One might conclude that a group must not only be capable of
performing the task, but must have a generally agreed upon method
of how to go about it if cooperation is to take place. The models
also performed the function of providing this method.
The question still remains: Did the models merely make
available to the subjects the skills they needed to perform the
cooperative task, or did they also impart a kind of "spirit of
cooperation" which inspired the subjects to work together? This
question cannot be answered on the basis of the present data, but
it was clear that the models taught the subjects how to coordinate
their activity as well as specific skills performed by individuals.
Therefore, while no assumptions can be made about the affective
learning that took place, some important cognitive information
was imparted.
Obedience . Another factor which could have affected the pro-
pensity of the subjects to cooperate was the extent to which they
viewed the task as obedience to an adult, (even though there were
no perceived adults around to watch them) . The children from all
the schools were obviously used to doing what they were told.
They accepted the request of the experimenter without questions or
hesitation. It may even have been the case that they felt
compelled to complete the task for the approval of the experimenter
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or their teachers, or out of fear of the consequences of dis-
obeying. Whether or not this is true, one can assume that various
degrees of willingness to obey were randomly distributed through-
out the subject population and that it had no effect on the re-
sults. However, some degree of obedience to the experimenter was
prerequisite to cooperation under any of the treatments. In fact,
it may be that acceptance of a common authority, whether it be a
person or a principle, may be necessary for the establishment of
cooperation in general, a point which should be explored in future
research.
Generalizability . One of the primary means of establishing
the validity of a measure is to compare it to other measures of
the same behavior. In this case a modification of the Madsen
cooperation board (Madsen, 1967) was used. As the results showed,
there was no correlation between the two measures. Rather than
conclude that our measure was invalid for a study of cooperation,
some possible explanations for the discrepancy will be offered.
Not only did the two tasks involve completely different skills
with which the children may have been more or less equipped, but
the cooperation board was a cognitive problem-solving task which
required at least one child to figure out the solution before any
score could be achieved. The problem assumed an understanding of
directionality, geometric relationships, and elementary physics.
The children had to recognize that in order to get the pen to move
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from the center of the board to one of the circles, two of the
children, and only two, had to pull their strings with equal
force. Then two other children had to pull, and so on. The
children who did not catch on to this, though they might have
been very well intentioned and willing to help each other, could
not achieve a high score. In addition, the cooperation board
required a fine motor skill which the modeling task did not
require.
Hanging the painting, on the other hand, required a knowledge
of the actual psycho-motor behaviors which would lead to the most
efficient completion of the task, (e.g., tearing the tape with
one's teeth), rather than a cognitive or perceptual competence
at solving problems. The experience of observing the models and
hanging the painting did not, therefore, seem relevant to the
problem posed by the cooperation board. Perhaps the cooperation
board could be used more fruitfully with older children. A
teacher questionaire which asked general questions about a child's
willingness to cooperate might be a better way of validating an
experimental cooperation task.
The lack of correlation between the two sets of scores may
not be so serious in light of the fact that the experimenter was
not able to document the validity of the cooperation board. If
the cooperation board is not, itself, a valid measure of coop-
erative motives or a predictor of cooperative behavior, then it
cannot be used as a measure of the validation of other tasks.
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Sex differences . The interesting finding of sex differences
on the cooperation board may be explained in several ways. First
of all, boys may be more "mechanically-minded" and better able to
figure out the problem. Secondly, the boys displayed more self-
confidence by trying to pull the strings, even though they weren't
sure what to do. Manipulating the apparatus gave them ideas about
how to operate it. The girls, on the other hand, were timid, and
sometimes did not pull the strings at all. Thirdly, the motiva-
tional character of the cooperation board may be a significant
factor. While the modeling task did not seem to be interesting to
most of the subjects, the cooperation board intrigued them. The
faces of many of the subjects lighted up when the cooperation board
was presented. The challenge of the problem may have been more
motivating to boys than to girls, (again due to their greater
self-confidence)
.
Concluding Remarks
While conclusions and generalizations are difficult to make
from a study where the amount and diversity of extraneous vari-
ables are numerous, significant results were obtained which have
implications for education. The finding that the behavior model-
ing group was significantly more cooperative than the verbal
modeling group was an expected outcome. Not only do kindergarten
children respond better to a demonstration than an explanation
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because of their age, but an explanation may, in fact, be somewhat
confusing to them, and may obscure the goal they are working to~
ward. The lack of a significant interaction effect between the
behavior modeling and the verbal modeling group emphasized even
more fully the importance of the behavior over the verbal portion
of the modeling procedure.
Whether the subjects learn only the skills involved in
hanging a painting on the wall, or if they also learn a cooperative
manner or spirit of working together cannot be determined. It can
be concluded, however, that the models communicated not only the
specific skills necessary, but also a method of coordinating the
activity of the three people, (e.g., one person held the end of
the paper while the other rolled it out)
,
which is an important
prerequisite to cooperation.
Even to an untrained observer it was clear that the subjects
who observed the models perform the cooperative task were able to
complete the task in the most cooperative and efficient manner.
They watched the models very carefully, (even though they were not
told to watch them) . Then they proceeded to hang the painting
with confidence, imitating precisely the actions of the models.
The only disruption occurred when a technical problem arose,
(e.g., the tape would not stick to the wall), or as a result of
over—confidence
,
l.e.
,
everyone wanted to initiate the activity
at the same time. This again points up the importance to coopera-
tion of understanding the task and knowing how to perform it, but
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it also suggests that being a good follower may be just as much
a part of cooperation, if not more, than being a good leader.
The purpose of this chapter has been to point out some of
the uncontrolled sources of variation common to studies of this
type, as well as those specific to this study, in order to explain
the unsupported hypotheses and to caution the reader against
generalizing the conclusions to other populations. Despite the
problems, the results of this study, along with the results of
other modeling studies, should certainly make teachers and parents
more aware of the influence of the behavior they exhibit in front
of children. In addition, conscious efforts to arrange modeling
situations, (such as multi-age grouping of students), may be used
to establish a cooperative atmosphere in the home or classroom.
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CHAPTER VI
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Suggestions for future research will be made in two parts.
The first part will concentrate on some changes and modifications
which would improve the present study. The second part will
sluborate some of the ideas mentioned in chapter V and suggest
how they might be used in a future study.
Improving the Experiment
A follow-up experiment to study the effects of modeling on
cooperation would necessitate the creation of a task which would
be more revealing of greater and lesser degrees of cooperation.
This task would have to satisfy several criteria in addition to
the criteria mentioned in chapter V previously:
1) The task should not require difficult manual or cognition
skills. That is, the experimenter must check the skills involved
to make sure that the subject population already has them in its
repertoire and would not be learning skills from the models. Other-
wise one can't be sure if the subjects are learning cooperation
or just certain skills required for the task. Modeling may be
a good way to teach the skills as well, but that would not be the
point of the study.
2) The task and measurement instrument should be validated
before the experiment begins. One way to do this would be to
compare the performance of a number of children on the task with
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a teacher questlonaire on which the teacher evaluates the child-
ren’s degree of cooperation in various areas.
3) The task should have a greater variety of possible be-
haviors than the present task. Although a small number of be-
haviors made scoring easy, it did not allow for the diversity of
activity which would have made finer distinctions between coop-
erative and uncooperative behavior possible. This refers not
only to alternative behaviors within the task itself, but in addi-
tion to the task as well. The influence of the models would then
have to override the attraction of other activities going.
4) The scoring system should be improved to allow the re-
cording of finer distinctions in a range of cooperative behaviors.
In order to do this some kind of developmental sequence of co-
operation will have to be hypothesized and tested on a cross-
section of children of various ages.
Of course, problems always arise with an experiment, espec-
ially one which utilizes human subjects. In order to anticipate
the problems, one, or even several, pilot studies should be done
which replicate all the proposed experimental conditions. In
addition, each location should be investigated ahead of time to
make sure it is suitable. In one location, for example, we found
that the tape would not stick to the wall, a difficulty we had
not anticipated. Fortunately, there was another area in
the
school to which we were able to move.
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In general, adequate time should be taken to prepare the
experiment, train the models and observers, insure the compara-
bility of subject populations and the random selection of subjects,
and validate the scoring system. While these precautions were
taken in the present study, if more time and care had been de-
voted to them, the results of the experiment probably would have
been more as predicted. However, these things themselves do not
insure that the experiment will be worthwhile. The problem cho-
sen and the experimental design used to state the problem deter-
mine the usefulness of the study.
Ideas for Related Studies
In the course of this research a number of interesting issues
arose. Since it is fairly obvious that modeling can effect coop-
eration, we may now want to go deeper in the relationship and
investigate the power of modeling to effect cooperation, the
conditions under which modeling effects cooperation, or the
developmental levels at which modeling is most effective at in-
fluencing cooperation. Several suggestions will be made in this
regard below:
1) In order to separate the modeling aspect of the coop-
erative task from any other motivation the children might have
for performing the task, the reinforcement contingencies might
be set up such that the children were rewarded for competing.
Several experiments (Deutsch, Madsen and others) have shown
that rewarding individual accomplishments creates
competition.
It would bo intorosting to see If modoling could override the
strong influence of reinforcement. Rosehan and White (1967)
showed that children could be induced to give money to charity
(which meant giving up their own reward) with the use of adult
models. Perhaps the same results could be achieved with a
cooperative task.
2) In the present study a recognized authority (the experi-
menter) helped to orient the subjects to the cooperative task,
and that with or without the models, the subjects participated
in the activity at the request of the experimenter. Another
study might eliminate the instructions to the subjects, and
instead, leave them in a room where there are a number of alter-
native activities available, including watching a group of models
and doing what they are doing. The role of the experimenter
would simply be to conduct the subjects to the site of the experi-
ment, or, better yet, place the models in the classroom where the
subjects are already located. (The two possibilities would, of
course, require different scoring devices.)
3) A series of naturalistic studies could be performed which
involve modeling and cooperation. For example, a generalized
cooperation scale could be devised (e.g., Parten & Newhall, 1943)
through which an entire classroom, either individually or as a
group, could be measured for degree of cooperation. Then a
classroom with multi-age grouping, where younger children are
exposed to models older than they are, could be compared to a
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single-age classroom. The degree of cooperation of the older
children might be measured to see if it characterized the whole
class. Various groups of children within the class could be
observed and compared to see what factors contribute to coopera-
tion within groups.
4) While leadership ability is necessary for cooperative
groups to become organized, it may also be the case that follower-
ship is also prerequisite to cooperation. A study might compare
children who show high leadership ability to those who show high
cooperative ability. The study may be able to tell us whether
or not teaching leadership is antithetical to teaching coopera-
tion. On the other hand, we may find, as with many of the leader-
ship studies, that cooperation is dependent on situational vari-
ables, and no particular character traits can be used to predict
cooperative behavior.
5) We know that children have different styles of learning
and that they learn in different ways as they grow older. There
may be certain ages (or developmental stages) when children learn
best through modeling and other ages when its effect is reduced.
For example, it may be the case that the older a child gets, the
less he is able to be influenced by modeling. A cross-section of
children ages 3 to 12, for example, could be put through a model-
ing procedure for a cooperative task to see if the children at
one age would respond better than the children at another age.
This might be done for a variety of tasks since it would be diffi
cult to find one task appropriate for all ages.
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6) A study of the characteristics of the cooperative person
may shed some light on the prerequisites for cooperation. The
most cooperative children from a number of classrooms could be
observed and compared to see if any of their personality traits
were also similar.
Of course, the possibilities for future study on this topic
are endless. Only a few suggestions which bear directly on the
problems raised from the present study were selected. Numerous
other suggestions center around various methods of teaching
cooperation, and whether cooperation is actually teachable or
simply a natural result of teaching something else, such as man-
ners, moral reasoning or obedience, for example.
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(’. 11 A P T K R VI 1
COOPERATION AND EDUCATION
Most people would agree that an educational system ought to
teach children to cooperate. Yet it is not so clear how the con-
cept of cooperation fits into a general scheme for education.
The ANISA model has formulated a broad philosophy and theory of
development which allows one to deduce educational objectives.
Rather than try to justify cooperation with empirical research,
the purpose of this chapter will be to show the place of coopera-
tion with the ANISA framework.
Theory of Development
The ANISA theory of development views man as the controller
of his own destiny. The two characteristics which distinguish
him from other living beings are immanence and transcendence.
Immanence refers to a person’s ability to utilize past experi-
ence in making present decisions. Memory is the primary agent
of this characteristic. Transcendence is the capacity to bring
past experience to bear on present action in a way that enables
man to anticipate the future. While sub-conscious forces and
reinforcement contingencies may Influence behavior, the qualities
^ANISA is a project at the University of Massachusetts which
is developing a comprehensive model for education. A theory of
development has been formulated which specifies objectives for
education. Implementation of the model began in September of
1973 and is now proceeding in Hampden, Maine and Suffield,
Connecticut.
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of immanence and transcendence enable man to determine his own
behavior through the formation and pursuit of ideals. These
ideals not only provide a direction for man’s striving, but also
generate the energy needed to persevere in that striving. The
ideals are formed as man reflects on his ultimate purpose, a
purpose which the ANISA theory defines as the release of latent
potential at an optimum rate.
Every actuality is set within a context of ideal
possibility. Every end realized becomes the means for
the fulfillment of further projected ideals, and this
is a process that is generic to human experience....
This vision of continuous, progressive reconstruction
of experience as the norm of human existence is a non-
theological interpretation of the fundamental religious
concept of transcendence. (Phenix, 1971)
The purpose of education, therefore, is to assist the child
to become a conscious and active participant in the actualization
of his potential, a process we call "development." The theory
of development accounts for the release of both biological and
psychological potentialities. Nutrition is the key factor in
the release of psychological potentialities.
To fully tap the child’s psychological potentialities, the
teacher must understand the development of learning competence.
A competent learner has mastered the processes of differentiation,
integration and generalization—breaking down ideas, words, skills,
etc.; putting them together in new and meaningful ways; and apply-
ing one’s insights to numerous situations. Every time a child
encounters a part of the environment he uses these processes to
he becomes conscious of the processes.investigate it. The more
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the more successful he will be at accurately assessing and con-
structively interacting with his environment.
The potentialities that become actualized as a result of
iriteraction with the environment fall into five categories:
psycho—motor
,
perceptual, cognitive, affective and volitional.
Within each of these categories critical processes have been
identified, investigated and described by written specifications
which embody the practical application of the theory. Of course,
the potentialities are inter-dependent; cognitive skills could
not be attained without perception, for example.
Since development (the translation of potentiality into
actuality) proceeds through interaction with the environment,
we have classified the environment in order to study that inter-
action. The three categories of environment
—
physical, h\oman
and unknown—are based upon the notion that each level of being
encompasses the characteristics of the level below it, but also
transcends that level in some way. Unknowns are found in each
of the other environments. The potential latent within each human
being constitutes the unknown of the human environment. Man’s
orientation toward that unknown potential is determined by the
ideals he formulates.
Hiiman Environment: Ideals and Values
The "oneness of mankind" is the name ANISA has given to the
ideal or goal for human society. It is derived from our view
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of the nature of man and rests upon the principles of unity,
equality and justice.
The organismic philosopher, Alfred North Whitehead (1929),
postulates that higher levels of unity maximize the possibility
for survival and enhance its quality. This explains why man
originally entered the social contract. Throughout history
larger and larger numbers of people have formed unions, from
family, to clan, to village, to city, to state, to nation, to
the present age of world consciousness. Each larger unit has
enabled man to reap greater benefit from association. Unity
allowed him to specialize function. This made universal educa-
tion and technological advancement possible. Unity put man in
a position to notice the suffering of his fellow man and to make
an attempt to alleviate it. Increased unity, both on an indi-
vidual and societal level, can only better the conditions of
man’s existence.
From our premise that man possesses infinite potential we
conclude that all human beings are fundamentally equal. That
is, one can always take the next step in development, no matter
at what level he is functioning. This does not mean that there
may not be a great range of differences between people at any
given point in time. Rather, it expresses the belief that the
further development of one’s capacities is always possible. The
principle of equality implies that all human beings have equal
rights to life, liberty, education, and so on. Therefore,
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justice must be the principle upon which we base the ordering of
human relations.
John Rawls defines principles of justice as
those which rational persons concerned to advance their
interests would consent to as equals when none are
known to be advantaged or disadvantaged by social and
natural contingencies. (Rawls, 1971, p. 19)
He states further, that such persons would agree upon two
principles
:
the first requires equality in the assignment of basic
rights and duties, while the second holds that social
and economic inequalities, for example inequalities
of wealth and authority, are just only if they result
in compensating benefits for everyone, and in particu-
lar for the least advantaged members of society.
(Rawls, 1971, pp. lA-15)
Principles of justice contradict the principles of utilitarianism
because
:
Each society is thought to have an inviolability founded
on justice or, as some say, on natural right, which
even the welfare of everyone else cannot override.
Justice denies that the loss of freedom for some is
made right by a greater good shared by others.
(Rawls, 1971, p. 28)
Principles of justice have implications for both individuals
and governments. Individuals must treat each other on the basis
of the Golden Rule, trying to see the other person’s opinion in
a completely objective fashion. Governments must structure the
legal system so as to assign and preserve equal rights and duties
for all members of society.
The value which best expresses the ideal of the "oneness of
mankind" is cooperation. The ANISA theory defines "values as
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relatively enduring organizations or complexes of
information blended with actualized potentialities
—
psycho-motor, perceptual, cognitive, affective and
volitional—which provide an orientation or predis-
position to respond in a particular way to some aspect
of the individual’s environment, usually in terms of
some purpose. (Jordan and Streets, 1973, p. 303)
Thus, the concept of values integrates both the process and the
content components of education around the ideals or goals in
each environment. The word ’’cooperation,” which is made up of
”co," meaning "with” or "together,” and "operate,” meaning "to
work, or to express power,” embodies, in itself, our notion of
value. Cooperation is the patterned expression of powers
(actualized potentialities) together with others, or in the ser-
vice of others. For example, helping or sharing requires the
awareness (perceptual and affective) of the need of another
person, the knowledge (cognition) of what might fulfill the need,
the willingness (volitional) to give up something or sacrifice
oneself in some way, and the physical ability (psycho-motor) to
carry out the action.
Cooperation
Taking the most common definition of cooperation from the
literature, "working toward the same or complementary goals,”
and assuming that the goal of every human being is to maximize
the rate at which his potential is released in service to the
ideal of the oneness of mankind, we have summarized the
essence
of moral relationships. Cooperation is thus defined
as the
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structuring of powers which enables man to establish and maintain
ordered relationships of mutual benefit and assistance with other
people, i.e., they release the potential of oneself, others and
society at an optimum rate.
Of course, cooperation encompasses a broad range of behavior
and can apply to every aspect of our daily contact with others.
Three components of cooperation—courtesy, work and consultation
—
and why they are especially important will be mentioned here.
Following that, the use of modeling along with other methods of
teaching cooperation will be discussed.
Courtesy . Courtesy is the manner of expressing one's inten-
tions to cooperate. Without courtesy, it is impossible for
strangers to enter into cooperative relationships with each
other. A friendly smile, hand-shake, and "How do you do?" (or
whatever the culture might call for) is prerequisite to any
further association. A person who is greeted in this manner
feels immediately at ease. He is able to place some faith in
the other person and advance into the unknown of the social sit-
uation. A person who greets others in an unusual manner does not
often gain their trust.
Courtesy is the manifestation of cooperation in its most
fundamental sense. Waiting one's turn to speak, helping someone
to be seated, waiting for others to be served before starting
to eat
,
all indicate a willingness to draw out the potential of
Without knowledge of these courteous actions and withoutanother.
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the habit of performing them, it would be difficult to express
good Intentions, even if one wanted to do so. However, courteous
actions can be insincere; that is, they can be performed without
any intention of carrying on the cooperative relationship. Moral
education, therefore, must take account of both outward forms and
inner committment if it is to contribute to the welfare of the
individuals it serves as well as the survival of the species.
Courteous actions must be accompanied by sincere intentions to
cooperate and by feelings of empathy and love. The appropriate-
ness of these feelings to the courteous action can only be con-
veyed to the child through modeling. No matter how often the
child is told to be friendly, he must experience a friendly
action before he can internalize the emotions that go along
with it.
In learning courtesy the child is required to differentiate
between those situations which call for a particular action and
those which do not. The action appropriate to the person and
situation must be differentiated from all other possible actions.
The integration comes in appropriately matching the person,
situation and action; the generalization, in applying the action
to similar circumstances. In addition, the child must be able
to differentiate the essential nature of a courteous action from
expressions of cultural convention. This will facilitate the
generalization of courtesy to other cultures.
Work. Work refers not only to those activities which we
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ordinarily consider to be work, such as laying bricks or drying
dishes, but to any productive activity done to benefit others.
"Productive” means anything that releases potential and contri-
butes to the maximum possibility of survival for the human race.
It also implies some sort of manipulation of the environment that
produces a change for the better. Work might be called the
action component of cooperation. This activity might include
participation in a group effort, such as taking turns setting
the table, an individual altruistic action, such as helping
another student with his homework, or developing skills in pre-
paration for a career.
In serving the larger community the individual is, in fact,
serving his own self interest as well. Social scientists have
postulated that besides the usual innate drives, such as hunger,
there is also an inherent need in every human being to master
his environment (White, 1959). Work affords a basic outlet for
this drive for mastery. Through work, one finds his own self-
worth, his reason for being alive. Viewing oneself as a par-
ticipating member of society is necessary for faith in oneself
and society to develop. Faith then provides the impetus for
further development by suggesting a vision of the possibilities
for mankind if each individual were to actualize his potential
at an optimum rate and use it for the good of society. A
basic
expression of cooperation, work embodies the achievement of
Individual competence in the context of social progress.
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To insure that one's work actually benefits mankind one
must be able to differentiate those functions which are already
being performed from those which need performing. One must then
choose the form of service which suits one's own talents and
abilities (integration)
. Through this process the members of
the society can learn to complement each other instead of com-
peting with each other.
Consultation . Consultation, or group decision-making, not
only plays a part in the development of mature moral reasoning,
but is also the prototype of cooperation in verbal expression.
Combining the best of a number of viewpoints or ideas is often
a better way of arriving at a solution to a problem than asking
the opinion of an expert—unless the problem has a clear-cut,
right answer. Since a larger number of individuals will generate
a broader range of ideas, the possibility of discovering good
ideas is increased (Hall, 1971). Furthermore, group decision-
making reduces the likelihood that the self-interest of any one
individual will be the primary factor considered in making a
decision. When a larger number of interests are represented,
decisions are often made on the basis of other criteria law or
shared norms, for example.
Consultation involves a process of differentiation and a
process of integration. First, the problem must be understood
by all members of the group, and relevant facts presented. Then
the opinions of each member should be heard (differentiation)
.
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Evaluating the options and coining to a decision is accomplished
by synthesizing or integrating the points of view. A further
integration occurs when the members of the group support the
decision and carry it out in the actual situation.
In order to consult successfully, certain ground rules must
be adhered to. First, the members must strive to understand the
problem by gathering all relevant facts. Secondly, each member
must be encouraged to set forth his opinion on the subject. In
fact, he should be required to do so unless someone else has
already expressed the same idea. The other members should not
belittle the idea, nor should the individual insist on his point
of view. Thirdly, the members agree on a course of action which
is arrived at by either concensus or majority vote. Not only
must the group search for the solution which will best release
the potential of all concerned, but it must also strive to release
the potential of the members of the group itself by maintaining
unity and harmony within the group.
Consultation requires a fairly refined capacity to express
one’s opinion in a concise and clear manner (psycho-motor and
cognitive competence) . Listening to the opinions of others and
comprehending what they say calls upon attentiveness (volitional
competence), and awareness (perceptual and affective competence).
One must be able to empathize (affective) with the other people
to some extent in order to understand their point of view.
In the classroom, consultation can be used to solve indi-
vidual problems or to answer group concerns. It can be applied
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to simple classroom management issues as well as major moral
dilemmas. In any case, it serves as an opportunity for the
teacher to model moral reasoning behavior and for the children
to be exposed to reasoning at a variety of levels other than
their own. The very nature of the experience provides a model
for confronting problems. Rather than ignoring an issue, or
settling it in a trivial manner, the teacher, with the use of
consultation, can show the children that matters of human dignity
and justice in human affairs warrant time and consideration.
Involving them in this process gives the children a sense of
their own dignity and worth as human beings. It shows them
that their opinions count with the teacher.
Methods of Teaching Cooperation
Modeling . The experiment has shown modeling to be an ef-
fective method of teaching cooperation. It seems to be par-
ticularly useful in a small group task where group members have
specific functions to perform which they learn from the models,
as in the present study. Although the empirical evidence does
not warrant further conclusions, the hypothesis would be that
modeling also plays an important role in the development of the
affective components of cooperation. A teacher who treats his
students with respect inspires them to act with respect toward
each other. The warmth and kindness with which a courteous
action is carried out by a teacher or fellow student are imitated
along with the psycho-motor aspects of the action.
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It is also true, however, that modeling, as the sole means
of teaching cooperative behaviors and fostering cooperative
intentions, has limitations. First and foremost, one cannot
always model those behaviors that he wants to pass on to children.
All human beings are in the process of becoming, adults as well
as children. We are striving toward goals which can never be
reached; children should have the opportunity to direct themselves
to the highest standards, rather than limit themselves to the
degree of achievement of their adult companions. Therefore, we
must set before children the highest ideals, and model for them
our willingness to strive toward the ideals. With the goals
clearly in mind, children will learn to discriminate between
good and bad models.
Another limitation of modeling is the fact that not every
conceivable moral behavior can be modeled. Children must have
principles to follow and to guide their behavior when a model
isn’t present to show them how to act. For this reason, children
must be given an opportunity to develop their moral reasoning
ability.
Finally, the powerful effects of reward and punishment cannot
be forgotten. Even though children may know and understand a
moral principle, the reinforcement contingencies of a situation
often have more influence over their behavior than observing a
model. Studies show that children are more likely to imitate
a model who is rewarded than one who is punished (Bandura, 1965) ,
i.e., they probably expect the same reinforcement as was given
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the model. Glasser (1969) gives the powerful example of a child
who broke a window at school, and was punished for doing it after
admitting to the act. Such a child will learn to lie in such
situations in order to avoid punishment. It is important, then,
for the teacher and the school to organize the reinforcement
contingencies of the environment in such a way that children
are rewarded for cooperative behavior rather than punished.
Ground rules serve as the first step in creating a cooperative
atmosphere by reinforcing some simple, basic cooperative behaviors.
A more detailed discussion of the purpose and use of moral
reasoning and ground rules follows in the next two sections.
Moral reasoning . The work of Lawrence Kohlberg (1968 & 1969)
on moral development not only outlines an entire developmental
scheme but also prescribes an educational methods for moral
development. Kohlberg’ s theory is cognitive-developmental,
i.e., he studies the process of making moral judgment rather
than moral behavior, although he suggests that there is a relation-
ship between the two. The goal of education, for Kohlberg, is
to facilitate advancement along six stages, the final stage
being one in which decisions are made according to universal
ethical principles based on justice.
Kohlberg assesses developmental levels by presenting children
with moral dilemmas. As a child attempts to solve a dilemma,
he asks him questions in order to ascertain the reasons why the
child gave a particular response to the dilemma. The solution,
then, is not as important as the reasoning process used to arrive
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at the solution. By analyzing the responses of a number of
children, Kohlberg formulated a scale of moral development com-
posed of six stages divided into three levels as follows:
Level I — PREMORAL
Stage 1 — Obedience and punishment orientation
Stage 2 — Naively egoistic orientation
Level II — CONVENTIONAL ROLE CONFORMITY
Stage 3 — Good-boy/girl orientation
Stage A — Authority and social-order-
maintaining orientation
Level III — SELF-ACCEPTED MORAL PRINCIPLES
Stage 5 — Contractual legalistic orientation
Stage 6 — Conscience or principle orientation
(Kohlberg, 1966, p. 7)
The earliest stages are called premoral because right action
is defined in terms of one’s own pleasure or reward, with no
regard for the social setting. Later in development, right
action is based upon the approval of others (stage 3). Sub-
sequently, the approval of society or the law of the land deter-
mine the rationale for behavior (stage A). At stage 5 there is
an understanding that laws are made for the good of the people,
and if they no longer serve the majority of the people, they
can be changed by majority vote. Finally, stage 6 thinking
suggests an orientation to self-approval. Decisions are made
on the basis of universal ethical principles, such as the value
of human, and justice. A person at stage 6 is able to take
into account the viewpoints of everyone involved and make a
just decision. Once he makes the decision he feels obliged to
carry it out, even if it means breaking a law, i.e., the moral
principle is more important to him than any reinforcemtnt
contingencies
.
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A colleague of Kohlberg, Robert Selman (1971) is working
on another aspect of moral development, social perspective taking.
Selman found that children must learn to take the viewpoint of
others. At first they see their own desires as synonymous with
"the good." Gradually they begin to understand that other people
might have different opinions, and they must give reasons for
their opinions. Later, they understand that not only do other
people have opinions, but those other people can reflect on
several viewpoints including one's own, ("I know that you know
that I know"). At each higher level the child can take more
and more viewpoints into account in decision-making.
Selman has formulated a developmental scale for social
perspective taking which corresponds to Kohlberg' s scale of
the development of moral judgment. Both base moral education
on the notion that these stages appear in an invariant sequence,
and that one has a natural propensity for forward advancement.
Role-taking and exposure to the next highest stage of reasoning
or perspective taking are the primary methods of advancing from
stage to stago. Role—taking allows each child to engage in
decision-making processes (this will also expose him to other
levels of reasoning) , and introduces him to a wide variety of
activities. For example, each child should have a chance to
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assume the role of the teacher, the pupil, the leader, the
follower, the window-washer, the dish-dryer, etc. By occupying
these different positions the child can begin to see points of
view other than his own. Exposing children to higher levels
of reasoning requires a thorough knowledge of the developmental
stages on the part of the teacher so he can readily offer reasons
that will challenge the child’s thought pattern. It also sug-
gests multi-age grouping and multi-ability grouping since children
at one level above their peers can often be more convincing than
adults who may sound condescending.
Teaching moral reasoning is valuable because it gives mean-
ing to moral action. Not only does supplying reasons for a
courteous action, for example, help the child define the circum-
stances under which certain behavior is appropriate, it also
increases the probability that the child will perform the action
because it makes sense to him. Furthermore, the use of moral
reasoning facilitates the process of making conscious one's
intentions, which allows one to consider the consequences of
an action before performing it.
Kohlberg seems to indicate that this is the only kind of
moral education possible. Teaching virtues simply doesn t work,
he says, and even if it did work, no one could agree on what
virtues to teach or how to define them. The social consensus
method, or allowing the class to make its own rules, is not
effective because the class may make unjust decisions and the
9 ^
students may get the idea that the majority is always right
(Kohlberg & Turiel
,
1971). While these are valid objections
to the traditional approaches, there are two reasons why the
facilitation of development is comprised of more than role-taking
and moral reasoning. The first has to do with the moral immatur-
ity of young children. While at the stage of reward and punish-
ment orientation children need guidelines for their own protection
and safety. Therefore, ground rules must be Included in the
approach to moral education presented here. The second reason
concerns the exclusive cognitive orientation of the theory. We
find it difficult to assume, as Kohlberg does, that moral behav-
ior will be a natural concomitant of mature moral reasoning.
Therefore, children must be taught specific behaviors. Just as
a behavior performed without a conscious rationale can be for-
gotten or practiced insincerely, so also, good intentions may
go unexpressed if a child is unfamiliar with the forms and man-
ners prescribed by his culture.
Ground rules . Although societal standards, supported for
their own sake, can become rigid, meaningless, and outdated,
a certain number of rules based on the protection of human
rights and the fostering of growth and development for all
concerned are a necessary component of any society, community
or classroom. Proponents of the free school movement dismissed
the concept of "rules" because rules seemed to be suppressing
human potential. They saw that rules, such as "No Talking in
Class," were often based upon the view of man as animal by nature
95
and in need of confinement. They were made for the teacher's
convenience, and rarely was a rationale supplied for the student.
However, even though particular rules and methods of enforcement
may be objectionable, this does not justify abandoning rules
altogether.
When rules are based on articulated reasons and are con-
sistently enforced, they serve important functions (Wilson,
et. al.
,
1967, pp. 138-155). Instead of creating a vacuum in
which the child floats freely, tries out behaviors until he gets
hurt, and never knows in what direction he is headed, one can
establish ground rules which create order and security. If they
Include the proper rationale, ground rules give the child clues
about the appropriateness of his behavior. Since ground rules
are experienced by children as an example of a system of values,
they serve as a framework within which the child can build his
own standards. More basically, ground rules protect the child
from hurting himself and from hurting others so he can get on
with -his growth and development. They reduce the anxiety which
even adults face when confronted with a totally unstructured
situation. In some international negotiations delegates spend
weeks deciding who should sit where, who should speak first,
etc. These circumstances are both inefficient and anxiety-
producing. Even some free schools (Kozol, 1972) are finding out
that guidelines are necessary, if only for the sake of expedi-
ency.
Ground rules create order in the environment and reduce
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anxiety by increasing the probability that certain events will
occur. Predictability fosters trust in the child and trust
gives him the courage to venture into unpredictable, unknown
situations and to discover the order within those situations.
Without an initial faith in the orderliness of the universe,
this is impossible. With that faith, the possibilities for the
attainment of competence are limitless.
Ground rules by themselves, however, do not establish order.
The rules must be clearly understood by the children and they
must be consistently enforced in a loving manner. This requires
the wise use of reward and punishment. A rule which is enforced
only part of the time and for only some of the children creates
confusion rather than order. It poses a constant test to both
the teacher and the child and precludes any further educational
endeavor from commencing. It often sets up a battle for authority
between the teacher and the child which never quite gets resolved.
Rules consistently enforced and obeyed by teachers as well as
students become part of the environment; their influence is
never questioned, even as the existence of a chair in the room
is taken for granted. Certainly the rules can be changed, just
as the chair can be moved. But change does not come about by
breaking the rules or the chair. As the children get older,
they can take a greater role in choosing the ground rules and
can begin to constructively criticize rules as they learn to
reason abstractly about the purpose of life and the role of
97
individuals in society. This will not only serve as motivation
for obeying the ground rules, but will help develop moral reason,
ing ability.
Conclusion
Modeling, moral reasoning and ground rules have been suggested
as the methods which are essential to any program which hopes
to convey the ideal of the oneness of mankind. This ideal assumes
the uniqueness and worth of human life and relies upon the prin-
ciple of justice as the overriding feature in the ordering of
human relationships. Cooperation is the value which best ex-
presses the ideal and calls upon potentialities in all five
categories
—
psycho-motor, perceptual, cognitive, affective and
volitional— to enable the individual to seek out and manifest
his own worth, and to respect and draw out noble qualities in
others. Ground rules make progress in this direction possible,
because they free individuals from concern over management
issues and because they provide an atmosphere in which service
—
interaction with the environment to benefit the larger community
as well as oneself— can take place. However, these ground rules
must not be arbitrary. They must carry with them reasons based
on the ideal stated above, and must be expressed at a level
which the child understands. Unless moral reasoning accompanies
the ground rules, children will have no basis upon which to make
decisions when the rules do not apply, and they will be unaware
of the spirit in which the rules are to be applied in specific
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instances. On the other hand, without ground rules, moral rea-
soning would have no frame of reference within which to operate.
Modeling must accompany both ground rules and reasoning, for
without it, children mistrust the words of their teacher. With
it, the educational system gains the power to achieve its ideals.
In addition to these methods, the notion of superordinate
goals, introduced by Sherif (1953, 1958), serves an important
function in the development and maintenance of cooperative be-
havior. These goals can have either a large or small scope
—
from the classroom to the human race. The teacher must keep
before the class a vision of the larger goals toward which they
are contributing—the services they can perform, both now and
in the future, for the community outside the classroom. This
vision gives the children a sense of purpose and self-worth which
is crucial to their development as human beings combined with a
feeling of commitment to the welfare of the larger community.
But even with the inclusion of superordinate goals, these
methods do not give us the complete picture of the development
of cooperation in children and the achievement of the oneness
of mankind. Striving toward any goal or ideal requires faith that
the ideal can be achieved. The famous study of Rosenthal and
Jacobson (1966) demonstrated that the faith of a teacher in a
child’s potential to learn had a significant effect on his level of
achievement. Faith in the ability of others gives them faith
in themselves which gives them the courage to meet challenges.
Challenging situations often require new answers or new ways of
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acting which call forth the actualization of potential. As poten-
tial is released and an individual demonstrates his capability,
others have more faith in him, and so on.
Often, one’s tendency is to disregard the achievements of
people who express their potential differently than we do, or
who are less developed in certain areas. This is often due to
prejudice. To combat prejudice, it is necessary to focus on
those capacities of an individual which are most developed, and
on his potential to develop in other areas.
Cooperation as the central avenue to the achievement of the
oneness of mankind specifies the particular behaviors and atti-
tudes needed, as briefly mentioned in this chapter. Faith in the
attainability of this ideal and in one’s fellow human beings to
do their share is a necessary condition for the establishment of
cooperation in one’s individual life, the release of one’s own,
others’, and society’s potential at an optimum rate.
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appendix
llA
DATA: MODELING TASK
V V
1.17 1.00 1.00 1.04 1.11 1.08 1.00 1.04
B
F
1.00 1.12 1.00 1.20 1.03 1.18 1.16
4
1.09
1.06 1.10 1.15 1.48 1.10 1.06 1.25 1.00
M
1.30 1.09 1.00 1.00 1.30 1.52 1.17 1.33
1.48 1.20 1.33 1.67 1.00 1.28 1.38 1.18
fi
F
1.52 1.30 1.30 1.24 1.15 1.13 1.31 1.24
M
1.41 1.52 1.06 1.04 1.00 1.07 1.36 1.46
1.27 1.12 1.26 1.69 1.30 1.58 1.26 1.25
DATA: COOPERATION BOARD
V V
B
F
12 3 3
2 113
2 3 3 2
2 2 10
M
4 3 3 5
4 17 4
13 3 3
0 115
B
F
0 111
2 4 2 1
3 2 3 2
10 10
M
5 3 4 3
1111
2 13 1
3 3 2 1

